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The Epiſtle Dedicatory. 


To the Reverend 


D* CLARKE, 
Rector of St Fames's Weſtminſter, 


Reverend Sir, 


Cannot but obſerve, that 
though the Refor med Reli- 
gion is built on this ſingle 
Foundation, that the 8551 
piures only ate the Word of 
God, — the Rule of Chri- 
ian Faith; and that all humane Deter- 
mination of Doctrines, are fallible and 
vncertain: And tho? the Church of Eng- 
{ind expresfly declares in her 6th; 20th, 
ind 21ſt Articles, that the Scriptures cOn- 
in all Things neceſ]ary to Salvation; 
and that therefore the Church ought, nor 
o not ta decree any Thing Againſt Them, 
bat not to enforce any Thins to be belie- 
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The Epiſtle Dedicatory. 

ved for Neceſſity of Salvation, BESIDES 
what is clearly reveal'd in Them, or in- 
diſputably prov'd by Them; and that all 
humane Deciſions, even thoſe of General 
Councils, becauſe they may err and ham er- 
red, have neither Strength nor Aut harity 
in, Things ordain d by Them as. noceſſury to 
Salvation, noſe it may be declard [or 
prov'd] that the) are taken-out of Holy 
Scripture - Yet nevertheleſs, there have 
been, and are now many amongſt us, 
and ſome of theſe even wiſe and learned 
apd vertuous Men, who aſcribe a Sort of 
Infallibility to our Reformers, and think 
that Chriſtianity was by them brought to 
that full and beauteous Proportion, that 
either to add to or diminiſh any Thing 
from That Stature, 1s to render it mon- 
ſtrous and deform'd. To call in Queſtion 
the Senſe. or Explication of any receiv'd 
Doctrine, or to vary one Fot or Tittle from 
what is vulgarly call'd Orchodoxy,, is in 
Their Eſteem Preſumption, and Hereti- 
cal Pravity; And tho? the moſt clear and 
convincing Arguments are offer'd both 


from Scripture and Reaſon againſt any 


prevailing Notion, they muſt not be heard 
or regarded, hecaufe This they think has 
a Tendency to diſturb the Peace of the 
Church, and is an endeavouring to re- 
move the ancient Landmarks. But our 
honeſt Fore father (whom they ſeem de 
ſirous ſo imlicitiy ta adhere to,) well un- 
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The E piſtle Dedicatory. 
derſtood that the True Peace of the 
Church, was founded only in the Honour 
and in the Truth of Chriſt; And in Vin- 
dication of theſe, they ſcrupled not to do 
what accidentally and in Event diſturbed 
That Peace which the Church in Their 
Time was indeed poſleſs'd of, but which 
was highly diſhonourable to God, and 
deſtructive of the Common Good of 
Chriſtianity; and ſuch as was then, and 
always will be, not True Peace, but a 
dangerous Sigpineneſs , and fatal Negli- 
7 of” the Things of Gad. They plain- 
y faw that the Claim which one Sett of 
Men made, both to read and interpret 
the Scriptures as their ſole Right; was po- 


thing but falſe Pretence and Uſurpation: 
and that they had fo clog'd and fetter'd 


them by 'groundleſs Traditions, which 


they impos'd as infallible Interpretations 
and neceſſary Supplements to the Word 
of God, that in the End they came to be 
made uſe of by Them only as Steps where- 
on to raiſe their owt! temporal Iutereſt and 
Greatneſs, and to gall the Conſciences of 
their b:gotred and ſuperſtitious Votaries 
with a Toke of Esccleſiaſtical Hiranny. 


From this Slavery of thoſe Phariſaical 


Uſurpers, bur Reformers with great Cou- 
rage redeem'd us, by afferting and main- 
taining that the Scriptures only were the 
Word of God, and the Rule of all reveal'd 
Truth; and that they were the common 
8 Birth- 
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The Epiſtle Dedicatory. 
Birthright and Inheritance of all Chriſti- 
ans: To the Goſpel, (the Goſpel! as 
Chriſt's only Vicar upon Earth,) they 
made their Appeal from the See of Rome; 
To this only fure and infallible Guide and 
Rule whereby to judge of all Controverſy, 
they went, to know the Will and Mind 
of God; This Spirit they knew belong'd 
to Chriſt, but that all others were the Spi- 
rits of Deluſion and Superſtition : Upon 
This Holy Ground, they ſettled the Ark 
of God ; upon This Rock, they built the 


Proteſtant Church; and from This Di- 


vine Armoury alone, they drew their Spi- 
ritual Weapons to encounter all the Pow- 


ers of Darkneſs, Hereſy, Schiſm, and Ido-- 


latrous Superſtition. This Heavenly Trea- 
ſure of all Chriſtian Truth, they tranſ- 
mitted down to us as pure and unadulte- 
ratè as their humane Weakneſs would 
permit, to be the juſt and only Standard 
of our Faith: And whatever Doctrines 
they receiv'd and taught, not deliver'd 
in the Words of God "Himſelf, theſe 
they knew and profeſs'd to be of no Au- 
thority more than as they agreed with 
the Word of God; and therefore they 
could be neceſſary for no Man to receive 
any further, than He believ'd them to be 
ſo. Therefore to argue and inſiſt, that 
Their Deciſions, in any Point not certain- 
ly or clearly reveal'd or deliver d in the 
Words of Scripture, are final, perempto- 
y 
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The Epiſtle Dedicatory. 
ry and never to be any more examined; 
is to raile again That Spirit, which They 
laid with ſo much Chriſtian Zeal and 
Sincerity, and at the Expence of ſo much 
Chriſtian Blood. This is That very im- 
plicit Faith, which They ſaw had fatally 
blinded the Underſtanding of the Church; 
and it is the very Cement which holds 
the great Machine of Popery from falling 
in Pieces. Nothing can be more contra- 
ry to and deſtructive of the Reformation, 
or- more. abſurd in itſelf, than to own 
that the Separation from the Church of 
- Rome is built and maintain'd on this, that 
She is fallible and impoſeth Errors as ne- 
ceſſary Terms of Communion and Arti- 
cles of Chriſtian Belief; and yet to plead 
for and exact ſuch an implicit Submiſſion 
to our own Doctrines, as if We were infal- 
lible. If we are fallible in one Point, are we 
not ſo in another, and conſequently in 
all Points? And ſince we own'd — (foes 
to be fallible, by leaving ſome of the Er- 
rors of the Church of Rome ; are we in- 
fallibly ſure that we left them all, or that 
we are not in the Proteſtant Church lia- 
ble to Error, as well as when we were in 
the Romiſh Church? The Scriptures, were 
Then miſunderſtood, and may they not 
poſſibly in ſome Things be ſo now 2 And 
tho' we have cleared the Floor from a 
great Deal of the Rubbiſh; yet are we 
lure that there is 0 Chaff left amonaſt the 
| A*'4 IW heat 2 
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The Epiſtle, Dedicatory. * 
heat? While there is Prejudice and 


Corruption and Ignorance in our Natures, 


there always will be Room tor Reforma- 
tion ; And tho' the chaſte Virgin of Chrift 
whoſe. Preſence we enjoy, be fair and 
lovely; yet can we * ſay that 
ſhe is cleans d from every Spot or Wrinkle ? 
Are all the great Truths of the Goſpel 
underſtood or explain'd by us with in- 
fallible Certainty ? If they are; why do 
we not ſay fo, and proue that God hath 
given us an unerring Spirit 2 If they are 
not; why do we not diſclaim ſuch Pre- 
ſumption in Fact and Reality, as well as 
in Mordes? Why do we not allow That 
Chriſtian Liberty, with which God hath 
made us free, and upon which our Refor- 
mation ſtands; to ſearch the Scriptures, 
that in them we may of our own ſelves, and 
with actual Knowledge and Underſtanding, 
find the Words of eternal Life? Why do 
we put the Bible into our People's Hands, 
and not perſwade them to read it in an 
unprejudiced Manner with their own 
Eyes, and underſtand it impartially with 
their own Reaſon 2 Why do we diſcourage, 
nay why do we not encourage learned and 
pious Men in their free and unbiaſſed En- 
qui entet Divine Truth; that by their 
ſtudious and honeſt Labours we may be 
the better inſtructed to confute and con- 
vince Gainſayers, and be able to give a 
good Account of the Faith and Hope that 
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The Epiſtle Dedicatory. 


js in us? But this is our Misfortune: We 


praiſe and admire the Courage and Reſolu- 
tion of our Fore fut hers, in vindicating 
the Word of God from Popiſh Error ind 
Superſtition; but yet are not eaſy to let o- 
thers go on even in the ſame Steps towards 
Perfection. Many Good and learned 
Men have ſeen, and do fee, that we are 
reformed indeed, but poſſibly not yet 
wholly free from Error. Thoſe who are 
Zealous for the Truth of Chriſt, cannot 
but in his Name call for ſome farther De- 
gree of Reformation. But what's the 
Conſequence ? Is the Information which 
they bring, tho* with the greateſt Meeł- 
neſs and Humility, generally heard or con- 
fidered? Nay, are not their Perſons, 
tho* eminent for all Chriſtian Vertues, 
often reproached; and their Words, 
without hearing, condemned by Many ? 


Whoever goes about to dete& an Error, 


or explain a Doctrine otherwiſe than ex- 
actly according to the prevailing Form of 
humane Words at that particular Time 
and Place; 1s in danyer to purchaſe the 
Truth which He gains thereby, and the 
Good which he wonld do to the Church, 
at the Loſs of his own good Name and 
Reputation: And 'tis well if That will 


atisfy the Clamours of unreaſonable Men. 


There was a Time when Loſs of all Pre. 
ferment, Liberty, and even Life (itſelf, 
were the unhappy Attendants of promot- 
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ing the Honour and the Truth of Chriſt, 
In our own. Memory, their Faggots were 
prepar'd, and ready to be ſet on Fire. 
But, praiſed be God ! Liberty of Cunſci- 
ence, and true Engliſh Natural Liberty, 
returned together at the Happy Rævolu- 


tion. Thoſe great Dangers (I hope) are 


now blown over, and will never be able 
to raiſe any more Fears againſt the Trus 
and Only Friends of both Church and State; 
whilſt the Royal and Chriftian Vertues of 
KING GEORGE, ſhining in Him 
and his Illuſtrious Proteſtant Heirs, con- 
tinue [God grant for ever I] to adorn 
and to defend Both. But vet. the great 
Diſcouragements and Reproach which 
Learned and Vertuous Men have met 
with from too Many, for aſſerting and en- 
deavouring to reſtore and advance Chriſti- 


an Truth, (and we have not yet wholly 


recovered our Charity and Countenance 
for ſuch Worthies,) hath been, and is, to 
the Grief of all true Proteſtants, the evi- 
dent Cauſe of neglecting in good Part the 
Study of the Scriptures, Men are not 
willing to walk in that Light, by which 
they be in Danger of beholding nothing 
but Injury and Disgrace ; and had rather 
wink, or turn their Eyes another Way, 
han ſce Thar, which tho' infinitely love- 
iy in itſelf, yet (they know) may poſ- 
ibly procure them Hatred and Contempt. 

Therefore every Art and Science flouriſh- 
5 eth, 
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The Epiſtle Dedicatory. 
eth, and is rewarded ; only the moſt va- 
luable, the ſaving and Divine Knowledge 
of the Scriptures, is with too Many neg- 
lected or aftraid to appear openly abroad. 
This, the Deifts and the Socinians are 
well aware of; and need not be told 
what Advantage to make of it. They 
{mile within themſelves to think, that 
my can charge the uſual Explications 
of {ome Articles of our Faith with Abſur- 
dity and Contradi&ion, and yet not be 
oppos'd with that Armour moſt formida- 
ble to all Error, the Word of God. If 
we pretend Scripture- Revelation in De- 
tence of our ſelves againſt the Neifts, this 
confirms them in their Confidence of de- 
nying all reveal'd Religion; aſſuring 
themſelves that God can never be the Au- 
thor of what appears to them, according 
to the Explication perhaps moſt earneſtly 
preſſed upon them, to be neceſſarily falſe : 
And the Socinians, who acknowledge the 
Authority of the Revelation, ſupport them- 
ſelves even from ſome of our own Reaſon- 
ings with unanſwerible Arguments ad Ho- 
minem againſt the Divinity and even the 
very Being of the Son of God. The Papiſts 
alſo, are not wanting to make good their 
Ground againſt us: They can and do perpe- 
tually tell us, and tell us with Reproach, 
that (according to ſome of our Explications) 
we maintain as great Abſurdities and Con- 
tradictions in our Faith, as any which wo 
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The Epiſtle Dedicatory. 
left in their Communion : They argue, 
ſand we are abaſ#d to hear it, ] that ſome 
of our ſcholaſtick Explications of the Do- 
&rine of the Trinity are as contradictory 
to Reaſon, and to Scripture too, as Their 
Explication of the Preſence of the Body 
and Blood of Chriſt in the Holy Sacrament 
is to Senſe: And therefore (ſay they) if 
notwithſtanding the ſeeming Conflict be- 
twixt Faith and Reaſon in the one Caſe, Cuſ- 
tom and Human Authority is thought ſulh. 
cient to determine and ſatisfy the Conſcien. 
ces of Men; what Reaſon can we give why 
the ſame Authority ſhould not be able to 
decide the no greater Conflict betwixt 
Faith and Senſe in the other Caſe > For 
this Cauſe, Reverend Sir, I cannot ſuf- 


Hcientiy admire and commend your Scrip- 


ture-Dofttrine of the Trinity; the Deſign 
of which Book, is (I think) as noble and 
truly Chriſtian, as ever enter'd into the 
Heart of Man; to deliver ſo important a 
Point of the Chriſtian Faith, from that 
Contradiction and Confuſion, which the 


metaphyſical Sophiſtry and unintelligible 
Jargon of the Schools hath long ago in- 


troduc'd, and which hath ever firice pre- 
vailed with too Many, in the Explica- 
tion of it, to the great Diſhonour of 
Chriſt, and the Reproach of the Pro- 


teſtant Church, and the Hindrance of 


Chriſtian Knowledge; and to reconcile 


it clearly to the unqueſtionable Rule © 


Ser 


. Epiſtle Dedicatory. 5 
Scripture and Reaſon. This Deſign, 


when encauraged and made effectual, muſt 


ſoon confound and ſtop the Mouth of 
the Deiſt, and abate the Triumph of 
the Sgeinian- And the bigotted Papiſt 
muſt let go his ſtrongeſt Hold againſt us, 
and - ceaſe any Longer with Pretence of 
Reaſon and Argument to juſtify Himſelf, 
and reproach Us. Never was the Cauſe 
of God and Truth put upon a fairer Trial 
and Iſſue, than you have put This; and 
(pardon Me, Sir,) never I think manag'd 
with greater Strength and Clearneſs of 
Nea ſon, and with more awful Regard to 
Peace and Charity. To the Word and to 


the Teſtimony the Appeal is made by you; 


and There only it ought to be determin'd : 
Not by one or two ſingle Texts, which can- 
not be denied to be ſpurious or mĩſinterpre- 
ted; or by a Tradition of Faith, which ap” 
pears to the moſt learned and Inquiſitive to 
be no better than Fiction and Impoſition: 
But, asyou have propos'd, by the whole 
Tenourof the Scriptures collected and com- 
par'd and explain d by clear and indiſpu- 
table Reaſon. It was reaſonable to expect, 


that ſuch a fair and important Propoſal 


might demand an unprejudiced and im- 


partial Hearing; at leaft could give no 


fence to learned and pious Men. And 
indeed, of thoſe who are ſincere Lovers 
of God and of Truth, few (l hope N 
am willing to believe) are or can be of- 


fended 


The Epiſtle Dedicatory. 
fended at ſo uſeful a Deſign. And O0 
that the precious and healing Balm of 


Moderation and Charity, which God hath 


fo largely pour'd on the Head of his 
Church, ran down allo. on All the infe- 
riour Garments ! that the 4 and 
Proteſtant Spirit which rules the Hearts 
of our excellent Prelates, diffus'd it ſelf 
through the Minds of AH the Sons of 
Levi ! that we were Al diſpoſed to lay aſide 
our Prejudices, at leaſt all Heat and Paſſi- 


on; and ſtrove to Unite in Love and Af. 


fection, tho we differ'd in Judgment and 
Opinion! and ſpar'd, with Chriſtian Meck- 
neſs and Forbearance, . the Perſons and 
Characters of our Brethren ; and ſpent 
all our Zeal and Indignation, againſt the 
Malicious and common Enemy! The 
Light in which you have with great 
Pains and eg nk lac'd the Scriptures, 
hath already ſhined forth in ſeveral Parts 
of the Church ; and your Eyes have the 
Happineſs and Pleaſure to behold an im- 
partial Enquiry after Truth, gain 
Ground every Day, to the Honour of 
Chriſt, and the Joy of unprejudiced and 


good Men. But there 1s a Spirit gone 


out amongſt Some, againſt you; a clamo- 
rous and uncharitable Sprit, which (inſtead 
of Studying and examining into the Truth,) 


calls for Cenſure and Condemnation not on 


you only, but alſo on All thoſe who have 
the Courage and Sincerity to appear in 
the fame Deſign. This (1 confeſs) at 
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preſent hath caſt a Cloud over impartial 
Inquiries ; and deters many honeſt Men, 
(who have not thoſe great Advantages 
and excellent Talents with which 
God hath endow'd:you,) from declaring 
That Truth of which they are hearti- 
ly convinced. But in This allo you have 


Reaſon to rejoyce ; that this unreaſonable 


and unpeaceable Spirit, which clamours 
againſt Ton, is the ſame which now rages 
(in Some even to Madneſs and Diſtracti- 
on,) againſt one of the beſt of Kings that 
ever ſate on the Britiſh Throne. A Prince, 
who was ſent by God in a Time of 
Need and great Diſtreſs, when our Ene- 
mies were many and Powerfull, and had 
projected our Captivity and Ruine; to be 
Bleſſing and Deliverance to this Church 
and Nation. None but 2 Prince of his 
onſummate Wiſdom, joyned to a Courage 
and Reſolution worthy of a Proteſtant, 
and worthy of 2 Ling, could have ſnatch- 
ed this Church (which is the Glory of 
the Reformation,) and this Kingdom 
(whoſe Liberty, Wealth, and Courage is 
not only the Envy and Admiration, but 
the Terror of Europe,) from the Hands 
of thoſe who were ready to have given 
p Both to Popiſh Superſtition and ar- 
bitrary Power. But He came to ſave us, 
not ſo much from the Invaſion of a bi- 
gotted Popiſh Pretender, (weak and im- 
potent in Himſelf, and unable to hurt 
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— And as God in his 
Mercy to this unworthy: Nation, wh 
ſerved and ſent him” to fupport : the fink- 
ing Proteſtant Cauſe ; ſo He: hath given 

Heapt to. 
chooſe ſuch a Council; whoſe Des Love 
and moſt vigilant and ans Zeal for the 
Preſervation of the Proteſtant Faith and 
the true Proteſtant Engliſh Liberty, ren 
der them not only the moſt neceſfary, 
but the alone fit and powerful - Inſtru= 
ments of making both Church and Stats 
fecure and Happy. God therefore ſent 
Him to reſtore -and perpetuate the Pro. 
teſtant Britiſh Line, upon the moſt illuſtri- 
ous and fruitful ſtock of Brunſwick Lunen- 
bourgh; and, with it, to revive and cauſe 
to flouriſh all the Proteſt aui Britiſh Grent- 
neſs and Vertues; to regain and advance 
the Engliſh Name and Credit; to ſecure 
and ſettle for us, on 2; lifting and im- 
movable Bafis, the Liberties of free- born 
Subjects. And, to complete and crown 
at once all the Bleſlings of both Church 
and State, God ſent him to quench and 
utterly deſtroy the Sparit of Rapery, which, 
hath ſo long been animated and fomented, 
but is now making its laſt Effort, and 
ſtruggling in the Pangs of Death. When 
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The Dedication, . 
Study to promote: And as I am perfwa. 
ded that they come from the God of Peace 
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ö and Truth, {6 ey will not (I truſt) fal 
14 | of his Bleſling, Natural and reveal'd Re- 
144 ligion, have been eminently ſupported 
| 0 by your learned and immortal Labours a- 
j gainſt their two grand Enemies, the Ache. 
| | i iſts, and Deiſts And the WO great Cor: 


tupters of the Chriſtian Faith, the Papiſts N i 
and Sabellians, will (I doubt not) receive a IN v 
deadly Wound from your late moſt qu: It 
dicious and elaborate Writings, Which | : 
it is the 8 the following Papers to il « 
I 
4 
/ 
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vindicate; Not, Sir, to add any Strength 
or Force to the Truth and Reaſon that 
is in them, but only to pay a ſmall Ac; 
Fro opt and Return for the Bene 


: 


fit which I have received from then 
What I have done, is with a ſincere and 
honeſt Deſign to convince Others of what 
I my ſelf am verily convinc'd, that your 


Explication of the Doctrine of the Tri. 
nity is moſt agreeable to Scripture , ar 
Reaſon: and that the greateſt and mo 
plauſible Arguments, which have been 
offer'd, and which I have faithfully pro- 
poſed in their full Strength, againſt it, 
and for a different Explication; are weak 
and unconcluſive, and not at all conſiſtent 
either with Scripture or Reaſon- And 
- : becauſe the Teſtimony. and Authority of 
the Primitive Antenicene Church , is 


pretended 
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Tube Dedication. 
pretended to, and urged by the Main- 
tainers of the ſcholaſtick Notion in their 
own Defence; I have ' moreover in- 
deavoured to ſhow, ſtho' it is in- 
deed” of no very great Moment in a 
Caſe ſo clearly determined in Scrip- 
ture,] by a brief Collection of Notes, 
that This likewiſe is very far from do- 
ing them any Services And your Ad- 
verſaries have Reaſon to thank you, 
that you do not inſiſt on the Wri- 
tings of the moſt ancient Fathers and 
Synods, (tho' clearly and almoſt unani- 
mouſly on your Side,) as being of any 
Authority or deciſive Evidence, [tho 
They are glad to do ſo, whenever 1 
think it for their Turn; ] but only uſe 
them as Hluſtrations to your Cauſe, 
This is your great Advantage and your 
Glory, and which muſt recommend 
your Books to the - ſerious Peruſal 
md Conſideration” of all learned and 
a 00 unprejudiced Perſons; that you in- 
mot FF liſt on no other Proofs, but That 
deen ¶ Doctrine which Chriſt and his Apoſ- 
pro- tles taught, and delivered to the Church 
it, as the only Rule of our Faith. What- 
veak | ever is the Nature, or ſhall be the Suc- 
tent | ceſs of my Performance, I doubt not 
And | but you will approve the Deſign of it; 
N of which is to promote the Honour 


and the Truth of Chriſt, by the ſame 
ded a 2 Means 
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The Dedication. \ 
Means as 5 have done; and thereby 
alſo to declare, that with the . 166 
Love and Reſpect I am (tho. Penſonalh 
Unknown to you) your Affectionate and 
Sincere: Friend, and an hearty Welwiſn . 
er both ta your Cauſe and Perlpn.  , | 
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AVING already AY 
forth the Deſign f the 
.. [enſuing Papers I think 

— 11 t to ent the 
Reader of: the Reaſon of making them 
Epublick, and of doing it in the Man- 
er I have done. "Kariving ſome 
1b Tame ago 4 Collection of Queries, 
Jaun from Scripture,, Reaſon, and 
IArtiguity, and offered. ageinſt Dr 
Clarke's Scripture· Doctrine and 
18 by a learned Auanymous Au- 
17 which were thought very ma- 


terial Objections, and propos d to Me 
J be conſidered; I drew up the fol- 
| has Anſwer to them. Which bes» 
"g peruſhs 1 ſome learned Friends, 
they 
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To the READER. 
they judged it would be of Service 
to the Chriftian Church to make it 
publick. And this Judgment of 
theirs, I could not reſiſt; knowing 

that the Deſign f doing 4 Service 10 

tbe Church of Chriſt, was a ſuffici- 

ent Apology for the meaneſt Perfor- II 

mance. But beeguſe there were ſome 

other Objections, (ſuppoſed to be 
very important, and not particularly 

or fully replyed to,) in Other Am: J 

 thors which have oppoſed D Clarke's 

Explication of the Doctrine of the 

Trinity, and not contained in the 

forementioned Queries; in order tohea 

make my Deſign the more complete and hh | 

of '4 Piece, I drew up what appear i 

to me tobe the chief and moſt conſiders 
able of them, into the Form of Quo- 
ries, and (as much as I could) in 
the reſpective Authors own Words ; 
that the Arguments might not be 
thought to want any of the Force, 

with which the Authors themſelves 
bad propos d them. In Concluſion ; 
I hade offer d from the ſame Heads 
_ (viz. from Ccripture, Reaſon, an- 


To the READER. 
Antiquity, ) to the Conſideration of the ' 
Defenders of the ſcholaſtick Notion, 
ſome Queries which I think contain 
Arguments direct and concluſive againſt 
Their Explication of the Doctrine . 
- | the Trinity and Incarnation. F thoſe 
learned Authors, whoſe Arguments I 
bave conſidered, think that I am miſ- 
taken, or have not fully anſwered their 
0bjetions, and that they are able 
: Ito anſwer mine; I ſhould be glad if 
e's bey won d candidly and ingennouſiy 
the efend Themſelves, and convince Me 
the of my Error, But if it doth ap- 
to hear that there is Force and Truth 
and fit what I have offered againſt Them, 
ar bope no Pretence of any modern 
der-Fyuthority will be given as 4 Reaſon 
e- by it ſbould not prevail. 
Nin 
ds; 
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INTRODUCTION. 


Way of Introduction to 
the following Papers, it is 
neceſſary to take Notice of 
two material Queries offe- 


gainſt the Whole; viz. 
* | 3 Qu. 1/. Do not Diſpute zin 
atters of Religion difturb the Peace of the 
burch e 
Qu. 2d. Is not the preſent Controverſy of the 
ockrine of the Trinity, concerning Opinions mere+ 
Speculative ? | 
Theſe Objections, I find, are wonderfully po- 
ular ; and ſeem to ſatisfy even ſome of thoſe 
ho have the beſt Character in the Church; 
hat Truth, particularly the Truth concern'd 
the preſent Controverſy, is not worth in- 
uiring after; and that They deſerve Cenſure, 
ho do what may accidentally give Diſtur- 
ance to the preſent Quiet and Repoſe of the 


hurch, 
is The 


red by way of Objection a - 


| The Introduction. © 
The Former of theſe Objections, whatever 
Force there may be in it, lies not againſt M 
but againſt all Controverſies in General, which 
have been or may be in the Church; ſo that 
I have no particular Reaſon to be affraid ot 
it, or Obligation to conſider it. The Latter 
indeed ſeems to carry ſomewhat of Weight in 
it, and in an eſpecial Manner to affect me. 
But becauſe Both are plauſible and much in- 
— on, I will return à particular Anſwer to 
m. 
To the Firſt. That Diſputes in Matters of 
Religion do indeed ſometimes diſturb the Peace 
of the Church, is too apparent from our uncha- 
ritable Cenſures on each other in every Diffe- 
rence of Opinion. But may it not be juſtly 
ſaid, that this is our own Fault; and that out 
Peace, if it be ſo eaſily moleſted, is not cp 
on a true and firm Foundation? Were We 
Chriſtians indeed; did the Love of Truth, and 
of one another, rule in our Hearts; did Unity 
of Affection and mutual Forbearance, the true 
Signs of the Peace of Chriſt, prevail amongſt 
us; Diſputes cou'd not diſturb or weaken thi 
Peace of the Church. All Controverſies com 
cerning fundamental or neceſſary Truths, won'dWilw 
receive a ſpeedy Deciſion from the Word 9 
God; and Thoſe concerning Points ſpeculatul 
or unneceſſary for Chriſtians to he reſolv d in, 
wou'd be either laid afide, or continued - withaſid, 
out Breach of Love or Charity; and fo cou'dhic 
have no ill Influence on the Church. There bei! 
fore that Diſputes do any Harm, is not owingfnee; 
to a free and impartial Inquiry after Truth p 
(which in Matters of Religion is the commomſeac 
Right of all Chriſtians, and cannot juſtly bnd! 
reſtrain'd ;) but to the Vay of managing NiſputeÞillo | 
to unreaſonable Prejudice, and Want of ChaſWore 


rt 
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tity in the contending Parties, and, above all, 
to the Deſire of impoſing Things unneceſſary. 
Take away theſe, aud Diſputes will never tore- 
bode any IIl to the Church; but may be, and 
oftentimes are, a Means of diſcovering many 
great and valuable Truths, which without 
Them would have been loſt among a Multitude 
of Errours; and alſo of fettling and confirming 
in- in the Minds of Men, thoſe Truths which are 
to ¶ already receiv d by them. But ſince it is im- 
boſlible Wholly to remove Theſe Cauſes of 
of Breach of Peace out of the Way, and bring 
ace © Mankind to a right Chriſtian and peaceable 
ha : Temper ; ſince Superſtition, Ignorance or Pre- 
iffe · judice in ſome, Uncharitableneſs and ſelf- Love 
ftly in others, will raife and heat their Pathons, 
out when any popular or vulgarly received Not ions 

7 are call'd in Queſtion; Difputes are therefore 

Wee be cautioufly begun, and manag'd with Diſ- 
and cret ion; and Opinions merely ſpeculative, ſuch 
nity as do not immediately concern the Honour or 
true Worſhip of God, or the Practice of any Chriſ- 
ong tian Duty, are not to be too warmly inſiſted 
thin, againſt the common Bent and Inclination; 
con The external or vifible Pace of the Church being 
von hvays preferable to Theſe, But if the Diſpute 
rd bas any Relation to Points Fundamental or 
vlatiiWraQtical, ſuch in which the Honour of God or 
d in Religious Life is concern'd ; it is not to be laid 
withegaſide for Fear of raiſing accidentally any Diſ- 
cou'duict in the Church. Theſe are- ſuperiour in 
There their Natures, and of greater Confequence than 
awingFneer external Peace or Quiet; and are deſigud 
Truth procure the true internal and moſt valuable 
mon feace of the Church, founded in the Knowledge 
ly bnd Love of Jeſus Chriſt ; and in order to ſettle 
{puteFWllo the external Peace of it for the future, on a. 
| ChaWWore ſure and laſting Foundation. Taking 
11 2 theretore 
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' The Introduci ion. 
therefore the Church, as it is in this corrupt 
and imperfect State; where Prejudice, Super- 
ſtition, and the Love of Power and Greatneſs 


bear always too high a Sway, (and have almoſt 
bamſh'd That Chriſtian Peace, which begins in 


mutual Affection and Forbearance, and ends in 


Charity; and fo much diſcouraged Truth, that 
free and impartial Inquiries after it, do very 
frequently produce great Heats and Animoſi- 
ties; ) I ſhall conſider how far the Peace of the fl | 
Church is to be regarded in our Diſputes about] | 
Matters of Religion. Controverſies in Matten 
of Religion, are (as I obſery'd) of two Sorts: | 
Either concerning Opinions merely ſpeculative * 
{uch as tend indeed to the Improvement of the! 
Mind in qivine Knowledge, but have no di t 
rect Influence upon Practice, nor promote any © 
moral Duties; Or elſe concerning Fundamental b 
and Practical ones, ſuch as have immediate P 
Reſpect to the Honour and Worſhip of God & 
and a religious Converſation. The Peace of 7 
ac 
by 
I 
m 


the Church alſo is two-fold ; external or vill 
ble, internal or inviſible. Chriſtian Societies 
enjoy the firſt, when they go on in a ſeemany 
Uniformity. They enjoy the Second, when the) 
ſerve Gcd | as our Lord Himſelf ſaith, Fob. 4 
22.1 in Spirit and in Truth, The former or exterff 1a 
val Peace, being a State of outward Calmneſ tu 
is indeed of no ſmall Value and Regard, an an 


ought not to be diſcompos'd on every trifling] ar: 

Pretence of Reformation. Whatever can bY M 
innocently comply'd with, ought not eaſiſ thi 

to be diſturb'd or made a Matter of Contention bu 

And the Truth of Opinions merely ſpeculating tar 

if not impoſed as neceſſary Parts of Chriſtianſ the 

ans 


ty, (as the _ Converts in the Apoſt 
Times would have impoſed on the Gentil 
the Neceſſity of Circumciſion ;) may, 1 thin 
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be reſigned to the Conſiderations of Peace and 
Quietneſs. But then, as the Latter or internal 
Peace, tounded on an Agreement in the fun- 
damental and practical Truths of Chriſtiani- 
ty, and in the not impoſing as neceſſary, what 
is not ſuch; is the only True and Chriſtian Peace, 
without which the external appearing Quietneſs 


is but a falſe and delufive Peace : Tis certain the 


Regards {or the external and appearmg Peace, 
(though they ought to be very great, yet) 
ought never to prevail to the Prejudice of the 
ward aud truer Peace of Chriſtianity, The 
Practice of Our Saviour and his Apoſtles, ſhows 
that they did not think themſelves guilty of 
diſturbing the Peace of the Fewiſh Church by 
their preaching of ( bri/tianity : And we think 
our - Reformers not juſtly charged with d iſtur- 
bing the Peace of the Chriſtian Church, by their 
preaching up the Neceſſity of adhering to 
Scripture only as the Rule of Truth, and a- 
gainſt the impoſing (as neceſſary) any Humane 
Doctrines or Explications of Doctrines. So long 
as men continue fallible and imperfect, Hay and 
Stubble may be built upon the Fondation of Chriſt, 
1 Cor. 3, 12; and Chaff may be thrown in a- 
mong the Vheat. It is theretore Always neceſ- 
ſary for men to ſtudy and ſearch the Scrip- 
tures: From whence it cannot be, but Diſputes 
and Controverſies in Matters of Religion will 
ariſe, which (when managed with Freedom, 
Meekneſs and Charity,) can never prejudice 
the Faith, or really hurt the Peace of the Church ; 
but may be and are the chief Means of preven- 
ting Blindneſs and Ignorance, and of preſervirg 
the Faith pure and uncorrupt among Chriſti- 
ans with Underſtanding and Knowledge. 

That we enjoy Chriſtianity in its preſent Pu- 
1ty, is it not wholly owing tothe free Debates 
7 "0-4 and 
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and "one Enquiries which were made by 
our Reformers into the State of Religion? 
And have not Chriſtians nom the ſame Right 


of examining and debating the Senſe of Scri- 


pture, which they had then? unleſs we will 
lay that an extraordinary Power then appear- 


ed, which immediately vaniſh'd, n:ver to be 


recall'd or excerciſ d again; or that we have a 


Right to debate the Senſe of the Scriptnres in 


our Reaſonings with Papiſts, but not with Pro- 
teſtant;; as 1t the Reformation had ſet up in 
the Proteſlant Church That Infall;bility, which 
it caſt out of the Popiſh Church. Or was the 
Peace of the Church leſs valuable Then, and leſs 
to be regarded, than it is Now? If Prefcripr 
tion can give an indiſputable Right, to main- 
tain the — Peace of the Church, againſt 
all Inquiries after Truth; it is plainly on the 
Side of Popery, and will ſupport its moſt ab- 
ſurd Tenents. Why then ſhould not That 
Principle of ſearching the Scriptures, and of 
drawing our Faith from the Word of God, 
which, notwithſtanding the Pretence of the 
Peace of the Church, we plead ſo ſtrongly and 
unanſwerably againſt the Papiſis; be allow'd to 
take Place in our own Cauſe? Are we who 
have ſeen and forſaken many Errours, affraid 
of ſeeing or diſcovering others; and unwilling 
to forſake them, if at any Time they ſhall ap: 
ear to us? Errour only, hath Reaſon to be af- 
Faid of Diſputes; and therefore Popery and 
Mabomctaniſm plead moſt againſt them, and 
obje& moſt ftrongly the Peace of the Church. 
But Truth, or a Religion founded on the Word 
of God, hath no Reaſon to fear or hinder Diſ- 
putes; for they tend only to reform the 
Church, if in any degree defective; or the 
more to ſettle it, if already . - 
2 orm'd, 
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form d. And indeed free Inquiries and Diſ- 
putes, are the greateſt Advantage to, and 
Friends of Truth. Their exact and impartial 
Scrutiny, like the Art and Skill of the niceſt 
88 gives this precious Gem its true Va- 
ue and Luſtre. And let Faſhood appear in all 
the Craft and Subtilty, with which the Father 
of it can inveſt it; yet tis impoſſible that it 
ſhou'd ever be able, in the way of fair and im- 
partial Inquiries, to diſpute one Truth out of 


the World, Truth is Then in the greateſt Dan- 

ger, when all Diſputes are reſtrain d; and when 
ö Power and Intereſt are the only Oracles, where 
we are allow'd to inquire after it. For tho 
worldly Intereſt and humane Power can never ſup- 
+ | preſs Truth, and eſtabliſh Error, by convin- 
5 cing the Underſtanding ; yet (as is evident in Po- 
be pilh Countries) it may do the Work as effectu- 
| ally, and make Error appear as Truth, by 
a keeping it blind and ignorant, and diſcoura A, 
1 all Debates and Inquiries into whatſoever ſha 
9 be impoſed. By theſe Means alone it is, that 
na AMabometaniſm and Popery not only keep their 
P Ground, but ſpread in the World. Allow but 
ho free Inquiry and Examination; hold the Bal- 


0 lance Even, betwixt Truth and Error; and let 
4s not Intereſt or Power, be caſt into either Scale; 
> | and the bleſſed Work of true Chriſtianity will 
14 go on apace, and Popery and Infidelity ſoon diſ- 
" 4 | *ppearan the World. | 
mc | Theonly Thing which can with any Appear- 
ch. | ance of Reaſon be objected againſt what has 
* 5 been ſaid, is; that Diſputes concerning any 
Yo Doctrines already determin'd by the Church, 

tend to unſettle the preſent Eſtabliſhment, 

h and to raife Doubts and Scruples and Fears in 
we the Minds of Men; that if they once find 

x themſelves miſtaken in one Point, they may 
al Bf | B 4 think 
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think they may be miſtaken in another, and 
ſo in all Points; and that therefore Diſputes 
do not only difturb the Peace of the Church, 
but weaken, and indanger the Overthrow of, 
the whole Chriſtian Faith. But this Objecti- 
on, however plauſible and popular, is both ve- 
ry weak, and of pernicious Conſequence. 

The Weakneſs of it appears; becauſe the Doc- 
trines diſputed, being either true or falſe, if they 
be true, they can be in no Danger by Diſputes 
concerning them; becauſe Truth is not only 
always 1n itſelf more plain and convincing 
than Error, but is made ſtill more ſo, by be- 
ing ſupported and cleared againſt all the Op- 
poſition and Deluſion of Gainſayers: And 
therefore This will always be a Means of ſet- 
tling Truth already receiv'd, more firmly in 
the Minds of Men; who will hereby gain 
great Opportunities of underſtanding the Scri- 
ptures more perfectly, (which are the only Rule 
of Proteſtants whereby to judge of, and deter · 
mine all Controverſies,) and ſo be able to give 
a gocd Account of the Faith that is in them: 
I am ſure the Church of England hath loſt no 
Ground, by all the Contentions which it hath 
had ever ſince the Reformation withall its Ene- 
mies. On the other hand, if any Doctrines be 


erroneous, they are deſtructive of the Churches 


true Peace, and ought not any longer to be re- 
tain'd; and the amending them, can never 


ſhake the whole Eſtabliſhment, but is a carry- | 


ing cn the very Deſign of the Reformation, 
which was to prge the Floor of Chriſt, and dreſs 


the V beat from the Tares; and to receive and $i 


hold theſe 'Truths only, which God's Word has 
declar'd, and That Faith which was once delivered 


to the Saints, So that this is ſo far from endan- 


kering the Settlement of the Proteſtant Reli- 
7 7 | gion, 
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gion, that it is fixing it on its only right Foun- 
dation. And if the Detection perhaps of ſome 


Miſtakes, gives Men Occaſion of examining 
the Grounds of their whole Faith, | a Thing 
poſſibly not throughly done even b 


our | 
formers themſelves, with Regard to the preſent 


Controverſy, | what Danger can there be in 
That? Are we affraid that our Pebple ſhou'd 
thoroughly underſtand what we teach them; 
or that our Faith ſhou'd be brought to the Teſt 
of God's Word, on which only we declare it 
to be built? I heartily wiſh to God, that All 
Men wou'd do this for themſelves ſeriouſly 
and impartially; It wou'd (I doubt not) give 
the true Proteſtant Church cf England the great- 
eſt Advantage it ever yet had over all its Ene- 

mies. | | | | 
If it be alledged further, that in Queſtions 
wherein there are conſiderable Difficulties on 
Both Sides, it is beſt always to acquiefce in what 
has happened to be already determined; I au- 
lwer ; Juſt the Contrary is True. Where it is 
acknowledged there are conſiderable Difficulties 
n Both Sides, There all poſſible Encouragement 
mght for that Reaſon to be given to Learned 
Men to examine Things thoroughly, in order 
to clear thoſe Difficulties; And in the mean 
time, above all 1 men ſhould not ven- 
ure to build any religious Practice, upon the 
ppaſed Truth of One Side of a Queſtion, which 
acknowledged to have very great Difficulties 
n Both Sides. And in All Queſtions which in 
heir Nature may be thought neceſſary to be de- 
ided ; the greater Necefity and Ipo tance men 
ink there is of making a Deciſion, the greater 
are ought they always to take, that the Neci- 
ſon be indiſputably rigbt, and that it extend 
| no 
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Errour be promoted 1 


| honeft Mind ca' ot be long in Doubt which 


his Belief, or joyn with either Part without any 
Hazard to his Salvation. 


The Introduction. 


no farther than Neceſit requires; leaſt poſſibly 
inſtead ot Tru. 

If, laſtly: it be ask d, how the weak and un- 
learned, which are always the — Part of 
Profeſſors, ſhall be able to reſolve themſelves, 
and ſettle their Minds in the midſt of Contro- 
verſies depending, and perhaps never entirely 
ended? The Anſwer is; If the Controverſy be 
concerning Points ery material or neceſſary 
for a Chriſtian to - reſolv'd in, a ſincere and 


Side to take; t Scriptures being very full and 
clear in all f Points, to even a vulgar Ca. 
pacity : Bu* any one, after his beſt and moſtY* 
1hpent J quiry into the Senſe of the Scrip- Fl 
tures, c lot ſatisfy himſelf, each contending 
Party teeming equally to be favour'd by them; 
he may be {ſure that it is not neceſſary (if for? 
the Controverſy to be at all decided) at leaſt 
for himſelf to be at all reſolv'd, or to believe 
one Side rather than the other: He may ſuſpend 


But, under ſuch Pretences as theſe, to ſup- 
preſs all Debates in Matters of Religion, if 
(which1s the next Thing I obſerved concerning 
this Argument) very pernicious tu true Religi 
on itſelf: Becauſe This Argument ſerves A 
Profeffions of Religion alike ; and, ſince there are 
more falſe than true, is conſequently a great 
Hindrance to the promoting - the true Faith 
This is as good a Plea for Jens, Turks, PagansF"'* 
and Papiſts, as for our Selves: Theſe have allf 
ſettled Notions of Religion as well as we; andi 
ſince we are not infallible any more than They 
tis evident that the Objection is as good on then l 
Side as en ours, and may be and is made by then 


againſt us, as well as by us againſt them, So that” 


Judaiſn 


The Introdutt ion. 
udaiſm, Mabometaniſm, Paganiſm and Popery 
1 5 this Argument, remain undiſturb'd and 
uninquired into, as well as Proteſfantiſm. The 
Papifts have a peculiar Advantage over us in this 
point: They pretend, and perhaps think, them- 
ſelves to be infallible; And cou'd they prove it, 
rely Nchey wou'd undoubtedly be as much in the right 
r be to 1 any Doctrine of Theirs from being 
di * or call d in Queſtion, as we have to 
and (forbid the Truth of any Part of Scripture, 
which we acknowledge to be God's Word, to 
be made the Subject of Debate or Controverſy. 
But ſince we know and own our ſelves to be 
fallible in all Points, in all our Interpretations 
Ind Deciſions of the Senſe of Scripture, which 
dings the only Rule of our Faith; we cannot be 
Jem; lercuſable, if wereſtrain or condemn free and im- 
if for lpartial Debates and Inquiries in Matters of Re- 
leaftlision. In a Word: To deny any Chriſtian 
liere Dectrine to be tried at any time by That Rule, is 
Ppendſſ* deny the Rule itſelf, and to ſet up humane 
t any Authority inſtead of that of the Word of God. 


» ſup], As to the Second Query, viz. Is not the pre- 
on, int Controverſy of the Doctrine of the Trint- 
ning» concerning Opinions merely ſpeenlatzve ? 
Religi anſwer : If the Opinions are on each Side 
es Are ly. ſpeculative, why then thould they not (fo 
re auch the rather,) like all other indifferent 
great ueſtions, be propoſed with all Freedom and 
Faithlithout Offence ? But whether they be indeed 
Pagans" "ly ſpeculative, (and if they are not, then 
ve alley are of ſo much the greater Importance ;) 
and ſerves to be conſidered by every ſincere Chri- 
"Than, very ſerioufly. 


n the Ihe Diſpute is not. (as ſome imagine.) con- 


yy thenung the abſolute Metaphyſical Subſtance, Na- 
o thatÞ®*, or Eſepce of the divine Perſons, (for the 
udaiſn BS ©  Scxzptures 


„ 
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Scriptures meddle not at all with that ;) bu 
unn their relative Powers, Characters and . 
Offices with Regard to Us; concerning the Me t 
thods us d by God in the (Creation and Govery- 7 


ment of the World, and in the Redemptin] 
and San#ification of Mankind, by his Son aw 
Lord Feſus Chrift, and by bis Holy Spirit; and - 
concerning the Manner how we ſhould war 
Dip God (i N, mares mirmagymes, as tis ex. 
preſſed in the Creed,) the One Supreme God even the 
Father , (how we ſhould, according; to our 
Lord's Direction, Fob. 4, 23, worſhip the Father 
in Spirit and in Truth ;] by and through the 1 
terceſſion of the One true Mediator his only S; 
Feſus Chrift our Lord, and under the Guidandlſ ar 
and Influence of his Holy Spirit, (praying in tbiſ th 
Holy Ghoſt, Jude 20.) ITE 
Not only in Matters of ſpeculative Opinion, 
(which are always of leſs importance ;) but with in 
regard to Practice alſo, very great Alteration 
and hmovations in the folemn Worſhip of God 
were introduced into the Church in the Fou 
Century; founded purely upon the ſuppoſed cer 
tain Truth of their then Ph:loſophy and Metaph) 
ficks. Whether this was a Foundation of ſufficien 
Certainty, upon which to build a Superſtructu 
of That Kind; can never be too carefully con 
ſidered. . 
The True Difference between the Heatben Phi 
loſopby and the Chriſtian Theology, ſeems to bt 
Thais. The beſt and wiſeſt Pagans worſhippel;, 
one God, by the Mediation of many falſe i 
tious Neitics ; to whom alſo they paid a Subor 
dinate divine Honour, but ſuch as no way be 
long'd to them; and therefore they became gui 
ty of Idolatry, worſhipping they knew not what, 
our Lord faith, Joh. 4, 22. or as St Faul exprel 
{cs it, that which was nothing in the ON | 
t; | e 
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The Introduction. 
1 Cor. 8, 4; their ſubordinate Deities and Heroes 
either having no Exiſtence at all, or none of 
that real Power and Dominion, on Account 
of which they paid a religious Honour to them. 
On the contrary, we Chriſtians are taught to 
worſhip the one true God and Father of All, by 
One only true Mediator who 1s his Son our Lord 
and Saviour, and one Holy Spirit who is (in 
'E Subordination to Both) our San@ifier, There- 
fore it is every Chriſtian's Duty to endeavour 
(according to the Creed taught at his Baptiſm,) 
diſtinctly to underſtand the Supremacy of the 
One God the Father, to whom (as being Alone 
6 myTxeg.mwe) Supreme Honour is peculiarly due; 
and the Redemption purchas'd by the Son, and 
the San#ification wrought in us by the Holy 
e according to the Wiil of the Father, At 
leaſt, whatever Opinions prevailed at any time 
in Matters purely rende and ſpeculative, 
(which ought never to canſe any Breach of 
Charity ;) yet if, in P adice, the Olject of pub- 
lick Worſhip was always preſerved uniform, clear 
an diſtin& , (which was conſtantly done by the 
whole Chriſtian Church, till about the Times of 
the Council of Conſtantmople in the Fon th Centu- 
7; and the doing of which, could no way afford 
Matter of Offence or Doubt to any Chriſtian, 
of any ſpeculative Opinion vhatſocder: ) muſt not 
every reaſonable Perſon neceſlarily agree, that 
This would evidently tend to promote the Glo- 
ry of God, and the univerſal Peace and Unity of 
the Church of Chrift ? 
Sub Do not All Chriftians neceſſarily agree, in 
vay be worſhipping God through Feſis Cbriſt? according 
e guifto That Excellent Exhortation in our Office for 
phat, M Ordainirg of Prieſts; © that you will continu 


expreJ** aily pray to God the Father, by the Mediation of 


als * our only Saviour Feſus Chriſt, for the Heavenly 
12 
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_ The Tatiodiiftion. 
ce 4ſiftance of the Holy Ghoſt,” Do not. Ml 
Chriſtians likewiſe neceſſarily agree in That 
Worſhip, which the Scripture gives to Cbriſ ag 


our Redeemer and our Advocate with the Father, 
when it ſays; Vorthy is the Lamb that was ſlain, 


And, Unto him that loved us, and waſhed us from 


our Sins in bis own Blood, and bas made us Kings 
and Prieſts unto God and his Father, to him be 
Glory and Dominion for ever and ever? But when 
he is lookt upon, not as a real diſtinct 
Perſon, condeſcending to be made Man for us; 
but only as a Name, Mode, Attribute or Mani- 
feſtation of the One God the Father Almighty, 
having no true and proper Exiſtence, but ow ing 
forth itſelf as a Divine Power in the nere Man 
FJeſus Chriſt, and his Worſhip 1s thereupon 


confounded with that due to the Father only; Have ſhi 


we, in This caſe, any certain Object? and are zi 


we not in danger of That Reproof our Lord 
gives the Samaritans, ye worſhip you know not 


Hat? 


Further: Would it not much tend towards 


Een the Jews to receive the Goſpel, the | 
[ 


ks to quit the Alcoran for the Scriptures, and ſet: 


the Infidels to believe reveal'd Religion; if wel 


propos d to them our Faith according to the 

ure Simplicity wherein cur Lord Himſelf taught 
it, every Part of which is reaſonable and intel- 
ligible. But can there be Any Hopes of ever con- 


vincing the Reaſon even of the moſt fair and 


unprejudiced Jew or Pagan, that The moſt High 
God, the Infinite Supreme Being hifmſelt, whom 
not only the Law and the Prophets but the very 
Light of Nature alſo, declare to be a Pure, Sin- 
ple, Uncompounded Spirit, uncapable of Chang? 
or Motion or any proper Affection whatſoever, 
came down from Heaven, and was really united to a 
Humane Body in the Womb of a Woman, on 

mad 


orſ 


| e | 
ed} 


De 
e b 
ffer 


Ml nate Fleſh, was born, and dwelt amongft Men, 
at Win the Faſhion of Man; nay, that even the very 
perſon of Ja mnarnxgg Tug | the Almighty and Impaſ- 
ſble God, became ſubject to Sufterings, Pain, 
and Death itſelf in our Nature? Theſe are the 
undeniable Doctrines of Scripture concerning 
the One Supreme God, if our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
be individually He. And I wiſh All the De- 
fenders of the ſcholaſtick Notions would ſeri- 
ouſly conſider, whether they muff not, and do 
rot, in Defence of their Doctrine, affirm all 
- IThis; and whether Any, who have been ſti- 
led Patrzpaſtans, ever affirmed more; and whe- 
her the Thing be either reaſonable or paſſible in 
tlelf, or any where taught in Scripture, or like- 
to be a Means of propagating Chriſtian Reli- 
ion in the World. We moſt juſtly argue a- 
ainſt the Papifts, that the Abſurdities and 
ontradictions which they have introduced in- 
Wo the true Faith and Worſhip of God, are an 
fragable Bar againſt the reaſonable Convi- 
lion of all who are ignorant of, or Enemies 
p Chriſtanity, and theſe muſt neceſſarily 
e taken out of the Way, before we can expect 
we Religion to prevail over Irfidelity. As 
herefore tis with the greateſt Reaſon and 
uſtice that we condemn Them, for laying 
"Wfences before the Church of Chriſt, which 
Je hath denounc'd a particular Wo againſt, 
r and Nat. 18, 7; and which not only hinder thoſe 
Higb ho are without from entring in, but make 
homppany even of thoſe who are within to be 
> very Forſe Infidels than the very Heathens; ſo We 
ſelves ought greatly to take care. leaſt by 
edlesſly impoſing any Humane Explications 
Doctrines as neceſlary Parts of Chriſtianity, 
e become in any degree g'i}ty ci the like 
; tence, The Immorelity, P ofanens/i and 
made Uncha- 
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"The InmtroduSion. © 
Uncharitableneſs, which ſo much prevail ama 
Chriſtians, have given Drfidels great Occaſion 
of Triumph; but, Bleſſed be God! Our Rel 
gion gives no Countenance to theſe Vices, but 
denounceth the ſevereſt Puniſnment again 
them: But can we as eaſily ſtop the Boaſting 
which they make from the needleſs ' Daffical 
ties in ſome of our Explications of Faith 
Bleſſed again be God! His Word, Which 
the Foundation and Rule of our Faith, is clear 
from This Charge alſo. All the Advantag 

which they take or can take, is not from ou 
Religion, {that's the Bible only,) but from on [ 
Selves ; not from the Scriptures , but fro 
Things built upon them by humane Authority | 
from our Explications of ſome Doctrines in 
Manner which ſeems to them unreaſonabl en 
and therefore they conclude not reveaPFd ;' an 
from our rigorouſly inſiſting cn ſome Thing 
and impoſing them as neceſſary, which we 
not ſo eſteemed from the 
anity. From this Caule it is, that Infidel 
ſpreads wonderfully among Chriſtians. 
being therefore the Deſign of the preſent Co n 
troverſy, to contribute towards removing thel-d 
Offences, and thereby to promote the Kin * 
dom and Glory of Chriſt; - it cannot but d i 
ſerve the ſerious and impartial Confideration Moya 
All, who are fincere Lovers of God and hf», 
Truth. FY * 1 
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bout the 9 7 God. "i | 
ET x. 
As to SCRIPT UR E: 


Texts propos'd to prove that God the Father, 
and the Son of Cod, or our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
are [individually] one and the ſame Fehova. 


SUL E U T. 6 . 4. The Lord Je- 
1D; 1 our God, ts ane r | 
[Jchova.] 


Exod. 3. 15. The Tord | Jeho- 
va] God of your Fathers — hath 
ſent me unto you ; This is my Name 
1 Wfor ever, and this is my Memorial 
"hi ing to all Generations. l 


na 8 


1 wer Pſal. 13 5. 13. Thy Name 0 

— Ml Lord 2 e endureth for ever, 
Memorial O Lord ¶ Jeho- 

* throughout «ll Generation. 


Hoſ. 12. 5 Even the Loyd 
od of Hoſts, the Lord [ Jehova] 
bis Memorial. 


but Ol Gen. 1 9. 24. The Lor 454 
3 <A rain'd * _ an At 

d Mrrah, Fire and Brimſtone from K . 
and pte Lard C Jchova] out of Heaven. Apply'd to Chriſt. 


Numb: 21. 5, J. The People 1 Cor. 10. 9. Neither let us 
habe againſt God [ Belohim.] tempt Chriſt, as ſome of them 
e have ſpoken again the Lord alſo tempted, and were deſtro d 
Kihoyah, ) of Serpents. 


* 
— 


E CY vc. 302. 25.0f old haſt Thou[Je» Heb. 1. 10. Thou, Lord, in the 

| ova, ſpoken of in the foregoing Beginning haft laid the Foundati- 
Darts of the pſalm, ] laid the on of the Earth. 

Fundation of the Earth. © C If. 6. 


18 
Il. 6. 1, 2, 3 I ſaw the Lora 


be fitting upon a Throne; a- 
it ſtood the Seraphims, ——— 
and one cyy'd to 2 Holy, Holy, 


Holy, Lord [Jehova] of Hoſts, 


If. 40. 3. The Voice of him that 
cryeth in the Wilderneſs, prepare 
ye the Way of the Lord [ Jeho- 
va. 


Hof. 1. 7. The Lord ſaid, 1 
will have mercy on the Houſe of Fu- 
dah, and will ſave them by the 
Lord Jehova] their God. 


Zec. 2. 10. And I will dwell in 
the midſt of Thee, ſaith the Lord 
Jehova.) 


Zec. 3. 2. And the Lord [Je- 
hova] ſaid unto Satan, the 
Lord Jehova] rebuke 7. bee. 


Zec. Io. 12. I will firengthen 


Them in the Lord Po ſaith 


the Lord Jehova. 


Zec. 12. Io. They ſhall look 


en Me, | Jehova, ſpeaking by the 
Proper, whom they have 
pierc'd. 


Concerying the Haſs, 


(Chriſt's, ſpoken of v. 37, olan 


crying in the Wilderneſs," prepare 


\ piere 4. 


Joh. 1 41. Theſe Thing 
ſaid Dias, =; x He ſaw hy 


and )paky of hi 


Mar. 1. 3. The Poice of one 


the Way of the Lord. 


Luk. 2, 14. —— born in tl 
City of David a Saviour, which 


Chriſt the Lord. 

Joh. r. The Word wi 
made Fleſh, 2 d welt amoh 
US, | 

Joh. 19. 7. Aber Scrip 
ſaith, they all loob on Him 


ſus Chriſt, v. 34.) * 


Unity of Gott, 


Ac NSIDERATIONs 


pare 


on the foregoing Texts. 


*. OD tells Moſes, Exod. 6. 2, 3, faying, 
5 2 I am the Lord | Jehova ;] and I appeared 
| to Abraham, unto Iſaac, and unto Facob, by the 
Name of God Almighty, | that is, by the Vertue 
of my Name El Shaddai expreſſing Power; 
but by my Name Febova, by the Vertue of my 
Name expreiling Being, and alſo giving Be- 
ing to, (i. e. performing) my Word and Pro- 
mes, as the learned Mr Amſworth obſerves, ] 
was I not known (manifeſted) unto them. So that 
he diſtinguiſhing (Haracteriſtick Name, by 
rhich God manifeſted himſelf to Abraham 
Ic. was God Almighty | El-Shaddai, 6 Ges, 
WLXX.] Gen. 17, 1. -— The Lord appeared to 
{brabam, and ſaid unto him, T am the Almighty 
d (El Shaddai, ö s, lxx,.) But when God 
ame to fulfill the Promiſe which He made 
Mito Alrabam; and to give unto him, that 
ts, unto bis Seed, (Gen. 13, 15, compar'd with 
2, 7,) the Inheritance of the Land of Cana- 
m; then He reveal'd himſelf to the Fews, the 
Folterity of Abrabam, by his Name Jehova, 
by the Virtue of his Name as importing his 
Mercy in the Performance of the Covenant made 
"mth their Fathers Abraham, &c. and declar'd 
Phat That ſhou'd be his Name for ever, and his 
emos ĩal to all Generations. Excd. 3. 15: 
his Import of the Name FJebova, and the 
Keaton why God particularly reveal'd Him- 
C 3 feli 


rd w4 
amon 
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ESTES. 
Concerning the x 
{elf by it to the Jews, is gather'd from Exad. 
6. 6, 7, 8. 34, 6. Therefore ſay unto the Chil- 
dh en of Iſrael, I am the Lord Jehova,] and [ 
ll bring you out from under the Burdens of ths 
A-gyptians, and I will rid you out of their Bondage, 
and I will redeem you with a ſtretched out Arm, 
and with great Fudgments, — and I will take you 
to Me for a People, and I will be to you a 
God: and ye ſhall (thereby) know that I am the 
Lord | Jehova | your God. — And I will bring 
you unto the Land concerning which I did ſwear 
to give it to Abraham, to Iſaac, and to Facob, 
and I will give it you for an Heritage, I am the 
Lord] Jehova. | — And the Lord Jehova] paſs4 
by ore Him, and proclaim'd (the Name of the 
Lord, or Ichova, v. 5,) the Lord, the Lorl 
[ Jehova, Jehova,] God merciful and gracious, 
long-ſi fer ing and abundant in Goodneſs and Truth, 
The Reaſon of God's revealing Himſelf to 
Mofesand the Fews, particularly by the Name 
Febova, and declaring it to be the diſtinguith-N 
ing Character by which He wou'd be known 
unto them, being thus briefly open'd : We 
muſt enquire to what Perſon this Name Feb«-lh 
va belongs; and we ſhall find that it is the 
Name of the one Supreme God, reveal d in the 
New Teſtament by the Title of God, the Fi: 
ther. I have obſerv'd that Fehova is the Name 
of the ſame Perſon who reveal'd Himſelf 
to Abrabam to be his God under the Title H 
Shaddai, or the Almighty God, 5 bee; and ac 
cordingly to the Name Jehova, | Ebjeb, v. 14, 
is added the God of your Fathers, the God of ha 
Abraham, the God of Iſaac, and the God of Ja. Nai 
cob, Fxod. 2; 15, 16. But this EI Shaddai orffþas 
3 hes, the God of Abraham and of our Fa- 


a, 
hi 
Inc 


he 
thers, St Peter expresſly tells us, A&s 3, 13" 


wt! 


vad. 
Hil- 
1d [ 
" the 
dage, 
Irn, 
2 you 
ou 4 
n the 
bring 
[wear 
acob, 
n the 


a(s'd 
750 
Lord 
FCLOMS, 
Truth. 
If to 
Name 
zuiſh- 
nown 


3, 13 
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Unity of God. 


bs the Father of our Lord Jeſus Cbriſt; ſaying, 


the God of Abrabam, and of Iſaac, and of Ja- 
cob, the God of our Fathers, bath glorify'd His 
$on Feſus &c. And *tis plain He muſt mean 


God the Fatber alone, excluſively of all other 


Perſons ;. otherwiſe He might as well have 
ſaid, that Jeſus the Son of God, the God. of 


Abrabam, 8c, bath glorify d bis don Feſus; which 


any one will perceive to be unintelligible. 


Therefore it is eyidently prov'd, that the one 
Supreme God, revealing Himſelf, Exod. 3. 
14, 15, 16, by the Name Jehova, is the Per- 
on of the Father only. 

But, Secondly ; Becauſe St Fobn hath told us, 
that No Man hath ſeen God | the Father, Joh 
6. 46.] at any Time, Joh. 1, 18. and that 
none have heard his Voice or ſeen his Shape, Job. 


5, 37; and yet the one Supreme Fehova, (God, 


be Fatber of Chrift,) is ſaid to appear and 
alk to Moſes; Chriſtians both ancient and 
modern. have always concluded, that this one 
dupreme God Jehova, did not manifcft Him- 


Welt1t or ſpeak in Perſon, but by another Perſon 
Febo- 57 | | 
is the 
in the 


he Fa- 


is viſible Repreſentative, who is call'd his 
gel, Exod. 2, 2, What this Angel ſaid to 
Hagar, Gen. 16; 7, 8, 9, 10, II; is {aid to 
e ſpoken by the Lord | Jehova, repreſented 
md ſpeaking by the Angel, | v. 13. This Angel 
lo ſaid, Gen. 31, 13, I am, | that is, Feho- 
a, or El Sbaddai, whom I repreſent, and in 


-Fyhoſe Name I ſpeak, is] the God of Bethel. 
And this Angel, Rtil'd the Angel of the Cove- 
Fut, Mal. 3, 1; the Angel of God s Preſence, 
1 Tl 

[dai Of 
ir Fa- 


a. 63, 9; and in whom the Name of God 
as, Exod. 22, 21; is our Lord Feſus Chri/t, 
he Son of God, appearing and ſpeaking in the 
erſou of God the Father; according to the 

| 3 unanimous 


2 


— „* 


which appear'd, was God ; ” Adv. Marc. Lib. 2. Cap. 20. And) 


22. Concerning the 
as is well concluded from the. Analogy and 
Compariſon of the New Teſtament with 4 
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* 
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© Y dmaG MAN, d\agios exfyYorTa, The Jew 
ſaith He ] are juſtly reyrovd tor imaging that the Father 
all Things ſpake ro Moſes, when indeed it was the Son of God, whe 
wal is call'd the Angel and Meſſenger of the Father, Aol. 2. Again 
#4 x 787 $2005 1972, Os %; @'ypeAcv th der i by Ty lac 7 
To Mare yerowiry U 247825 M 6 moins d day ire ttc 
76 More r evTey civel Jeip Aﬀtany fo dM" 6 anrdery bel 
ny what Th ACpadu c. Th oy e of, ihev YA 
vn, © It fo be | ſaith He] that the Appearauce which Mo 
* faw, was bath an Angel and God ; — it was not God the Crexat 
tor of the Univerſe, which then ſaid to Moſes that He wiffr 
the God of Abraham &; but it was That Peyſon who (as 'X 
have before ſnow'd you) appear'd to Abraham, miniſtring to 
Will of the Maker of all Things.” Dial. cum Tryph. And Theft ve 
ophilus Antiochenus, *AyarauCdror 73 mes9 my Gu FaTeys Y Kyi 
h dhe, Tos TAE Yeo tis dy Sg dtetod y & megane og ber 
S Th Atty, * This Word of God (ſaith he) taking upon him 
** telt the berſon of the Father and Lord of all Things, came it 
< ro Paradiſe, and talk'd with Adam in the Perſon of God; 
Autol. Lib. 2. And Treneys, Kei av; d d X oy 088, mois u 
eres Maus tos r j , xam m8 Beixov deep, wuilAn' mn 

Adi 9 K 

N To) voaup &c. * The Word of God “ ſaith'be) did himſel 
in a divine and glorious Manner, converſe with the Patriarchs beſc 
& Moſes ; and with thoſe under the Law, c. Lib. 3. Cap. I. 
And Tertullian. Nam & profitemur Chriſtum ſemper egiſſe in Dei! 
tris Nomine; ipſum ab inirio converſarum ; ipſum congreſſum cul 
Patriarchis & Prophetis; cæterùm Patrem nemini vifum;- -cujus 4 
ctoritate & Nomine ipſe erat Deus, qui videbarur Dei filius. W 
<< profeſs ¶ ſaith he] that Chriſt always acted in the Name of 6 
* his Father; that it was He, who convers'd upon Earth from t! 
© Beginning ; that it was He, who appear'd to the Patriarchs a9 
* Prophets ; _—that the Father Himſelf was never ſeen by all 
ft but that in His Name and by Vis Authority, the Son of G0 


— 
— 


S. 2 


Synod of Antioch, Hod & ws £11110; mms d\ , ma: 


ges 4, uf Toy wi 3 beoy * GAwy df T4{<5 a yen me 
. - f 4 5 gi 


Dnit * GO 23 
„whereby it appears that all the great 
Things ſpoken of ode God Jehova Tho: 
Old Teſtament, are reveal'd in the New to be 
the Acts of God the Father by his Son our 
| g - Lord Jeſus - Chrift. Therefore Feſus Chriſt J 
— || the Son of God, being the Angel or Meſſen- 
ö ger and the viſible Repreſentative of the 
"MY inviſible Father; acting in his Name, and 
Gta by his Authority; and appearing and ſpeak- 
„ef ing in hir Perſon, in the Revelation of his 
e feu Will to mankind; might well be ſtil d by 
. oh the Name of the One Supreme Being, 2 ; 
Aegan boa. And the One Supreine Jehova, ' viz. 
ei God the Father, being the Fountain and Ori- 
Seiz gal Cauſe of the Creation and Government 
1 of the World, and the Redemption of Man- 
h Mee kind; but, in all theſe, acting not immedi- 
e Creiſlately by Himſelf, but by his Angel the 59 
He Wor deddod who is his Son Jeſus Chriſt; is 
„aid to do all thoſe Things, which in the E- 


nd L vent are reveal d to be done by his Son ſeſus 
3 15 * 04 Chriſt. 


C2 3 dk. 
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1; * 
7%, d. i Tees de. Mead hs G. © The Son 
„ Tols ehe . Ie yea je, Mean BrAns Ae 
I They] © is — call'd an Angel, 1 Lord, ſome- 
himſelſ times God For it is impious to imagin that the God of the Uni. 
chs beſoſf verſe is any where call'd an Angel : But the Angel Tor Meſſenger ] 
Cab. 1 ot the Father, is che Son, who himſelf is Lord and God; for it 
n Dei is written, the Angel of bis great Counſel. Epiſt. Synodic. ad Paul. 
ſſum cufßameſat. This alſo is che Senſe of Athanaſius, Hilary, Baſil, and 
.cujus Mc of Jeruſalem. And the Learned Biſhop Bull affirms it to be the 
„ WMPaanimous Opinion of all Primitive Anriquicy. See Dr Clirke's 
xe of Peri. Dock. pag 102, 103, 104, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118. And 
from ilfe ſame Learned Biſhop Bull obſerves, Cap. 3. Sed. 4. Defenſ. Lid. 
archs ue that ſome. ancient Creeds apply'd the Words, inviſibilem & im- 
1 by anjſÞ*ſibilem, after omnipotentem in the Apoſtles Creed, to the Father. And 
In of Ge ingenuouſly confeſſeth, that finding it to be the Senſe ot the whole 
7. And i nmitive Church, that God the Father was inviſible and impaſſible, 


Dad the San of God viſible and paſſible, it was a great ſtumbling Block 
yy4x00 te Him, and had well nigh made Him reject the cuozoecs, or Con. 
wr” wſtanriality of the Son with the Facher., | 
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" Cocerni ing the 


Chriſt, And therefore Jehova being laid to 
da any Thing; or his Angel or Son being ſaid! 
to do * is all one. This having not: been: ſuf 
— du conſider d by learned Men, hath oe': 

A oration of. the Scriptures 
1 the Old and New Teſtament, to the 
Corbuſio of the divine Perſons, and intros 
pg + Sabelliamiſm in many Places. into the 
2 — But being rightly underſtood, they 
are clearly reconcil'd to the Perſonal. _ of 
the one Supreme Jehova ſpoken 155 hout 
the Old Teſtament, or the © One God the Father 
mention'd throughout the New, reveal'd in 
Both by his Meflenger or Son Jeſus Chriſt, who 
was ſent and commiſhon'd by Him to declare 
and fulfil his Will. And — tho' the 
ame, i. e. the Power | or, as the Chaldee hath 
it, the Word] of Jebova was in Him, Exod, 
23, 213 yet he cou'd not be in hisown Per- 
fon the Supreme Jehova, or the One God, 
whoſe Angel and Son He was, and hy whom 
he was — but a diſtinct, dubondiste in- 
telligent Agent or Perſon. Hence we learn 
bow it comes to be true, that God is abſo- 
lutely iniſble, and that his Voice is 
beard, according fo Fob. i, 18. 1 Tim. 6 

oh. 5, 37. and yet that He ( i 
| Jpake to the — to Moſes and the Pro- 
phets, viz. by the Schechinah or viſible Glory, 
and the Voice of his Angel the Logos. Where: 
fore our Lord tells Philip, that be that had ſees ſeey 


Him, bad ſeen the Fat er, 1. e. the Power of 
the Father manifeſted by the Works which he 


[the Son] did in his Name, Job. 14. 9. Thus 
the Lord Jehova repreſented by bis "angel 
rain d upon Sodom and Gomorrha, Fire and Brin. 
fone from the Lord Jehova, or the One God 
the Father, out of Heaven, Gen. 19, 24. or 


th 


. Oniny"of God.. 
to che Jens tempted Chriſt [repreſentipg the Su- 
e, 1 Cor. 10, 9. and therefore 
fuk they ſpake againſt (or tempted) God who ſent 
de Him, Numb. 21, 5. and the Lord Jehova] v. 
wes 9. The Lord (Jehova) laid the Foundation of the 
the' Furth, Pſal. 102, 25; Chriſt alſo laid the Foun- 
dation of the Earth, "Heb. 1, 10. Not becauſe 
they ate one and the ſame individual Jehova 
under two Names, but becauſe it is faid that 
God created all Things by Jeſus Chiift, Epheſ. 3, 9. 
and that by Him He made the Worlds, Heb. 1, 
2. the One Febova, or God the Father, be- 
ing the Original; and Jeſus Chriſt, his Son, 
the inſtrumental Cauſe. Ifaias, ch. 6, 1, ſaw 
El the Lord Jehova] ſitting upon a Throne, 1. e. 
he ſaw the Glory of the Lord, or yilible 
Schechimab, inveſted in Chriſt, being thereby 
= the Image of the inviſible God, Col. 1, 15. 
And therefore He ſaw the Glory, of Chrif 
moefled with the Glory of the Father; by which 
the coming of the Meſſias was reveal d to him, 
Job, 12. 41. Thus the Prophet, Iſai. 40, 
3. foretells that Jobn the Baptiſt, prefigur'd 
by Elijah, Mal. 4, 5: ſhou'd prepare the 
Way of Jebova: And Hof. 1, 7. that Febova 
ond have mercy on the Houſe of Fudab, and 
ſave them by Jehova their God, (that is, that 
© Jebova himſelf wou'd ſave them, but not in 
his own Perſon:) And Zec. 2, 10. that Je- 
bova wou d dwell in the Midft of bis People; and 
that they (the Jews) ſhou'd look on Febova whom 
they had pierc'd, ch. 12, 10. All which Pro- 
phecies were fulfilled in the Perfon of Chrift - $ 
Whoſe Forerunner, Jobn the Baptiſt was, Mat. | 
e, 3. Who was born in the City of David, a Sa- 
© viour, Luk. 2, 11, Who was made Fleſh and 
dwelt amongſt us, Job. 1, 14. Who was pierc'd = 
1 by the Roman Souldier, on the Croſs, 70h. 19, 

TAB 34. But they who argue hence, that the Ove 

| | _ Jehova 


Concerning he 


Pf e and Chriſt are one indiuidual 


w a quite wrong Inference from. Sein 
which. ay them no ſuch u 


Perſons, but plainly e, them 15 Go 
Nen ſending ie Son 4 Fe World, viſted bj 
„16, and, ae 059k 
rit b Ya Sen Us the | dpelleth in them, 
2 Cor. 6, 16. and'bath ſet up his Tabe 2 
mong /t men, Rev. 21, 3. and the Ta 
for us an Horn of Salvation in the Houſe. Hee. 
Servant David, Luk. 1, 693; hath 
not with corrup table. Things, but rich 17 pk 
Blood of Chriſt, 1 Pet. 1.,, 18, 19. and that he 
1s God our Saviour, Luk. 1, 475 by exalting 
his Son to be a Prince and a Saviour, Acts. 5, 
Ty And if God ſaid by the Prophet concerns 
his Peo 75 He that toucbeth you, tonc heth 


the be Apple his Eye, Zec..2, 8. and our Lord, 
He that deſpiſeth me, b him that ſent - me, 
Luk. 10, 16. the Sufferings of Chriſt, might 
well be call'd the Sufferings of Jehova, bein 
pierc'd in Efigie in his Son who is the ex 0 
Image o bis A on, Heb. 1, 3. But D 

bath e ſerv her, in his Second Letter p 
a Clergyman 5 the Comitry, that with Regard 


5 on me whom they pierc d, (they being cited 
by St John thus, they /hall ook on Him whom. they 
lere d; and the following Words of Zechary be- 
ing, they Hall mourn for. Him ;) it is 4 


ror of the Tranſcribers, the Di fference i in 5 
brew IE only and . 


— 
n 


Whather, if the Name Jehova be the Cha: 
racteriſtick and Gingen ing Title appointed 
by God to put his People always in Mind of Him, 
& 3s declar d, Exod. 3, 15, compared 8 

4 


to the Words of Zech. ch. 12, 10; They Hall 


that the Word ME in Zechary may be an Et: 


Pal. 135, 13, aud Hoſ. 12, f. it can be com- 
municated. to Another, without lofing the End of 
its Frimitive Inſtitution; ſiunce ſuch a Commmica- 
tion muſt — ſome other Being, , no leſs than 
the true God; and render it impaſible for us to 
diſcern which of the two 15 meant, by any other N. ays 
than from the Circumſtances of the Expreſſion : 
HVbich Circumſtances wou d qualify any other Term 
for the Name of Diſtiuction, as well as Jehova : 
Which is contrary, to the expreſs Letter of Scripture 
as ahove cited, which aſirms of Jehova alone, that 
it 15 his Name and Memorial. Therefore, whetber 
Jehova be not an incommunicable Name ? 


. 


Name jehova, be not clearly, applyd to our 
Lord Jeſns Chriſt in the above: mention d Scrip- 
tures of the Old Teſtament, as compar d with 
thoſe out of the New ;, and whether therefore our 
Lord jeſus Chriſt muſt not be the individual ſu- 
preme Being, - whoſe incommunicable diſfinguiſb- 
ing Name is Jehova? 1 oP odometh 


and perſonal Name, expreſſing and diſtin- 
puſhing the ene ſupreme Solf-exiſtent Be- 


tle of God the Father, and therefore cannot be 
| communicated to the Perſon of another; be- 
= | cauſe then That other Perſon wou'd be alſo 
the one ſupreme Self-exiſtent Being, or God 
IIthe Father, diſtinguiſh'd by this Name; which 
— ls a Contradiction to the diſtinguiſhing Cha- 
racter of the Name Jehova, and introduceth 

a Confuſion of Perſons: But till the one ſu- 
onnted preme Being, the God and Father of All, di- 


who 


1 Iii ; Ir! «4 v Th ; x 11 MH 1 4 2 5. . * Re NX 
_\Whetber the incommunicable diſtinguiſbing W. 2d. 
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According to the Explicat ion above giv- 45. to 
en, the Name Febova is the Chara@eriftick 1ſi. 


ing reveal'd in the New Teſtament by the Ti- 


ſtinguiſn d by the Name Fehova, may be re- 
1 with preſented and reveal'd by another Perſon, 


— —— r ˙ aw — 


328 


'Anfw. to 
24. 


"INE the 
who may, as à Meſſenger" or NE 
act and Geak in the Name of op es 
preme Being or Febova. And there can 1. * no 
Danger of confounding or deſtroying the diſtin- 
guiſhing CharaQer . wha it is ex- 

dedar'd that another Perſon, tho? in» 
with That Title, is not Himſelf the one 
upreme Febova, but the Meſſenger by whom 
2 one ſupreme Febova man Himſelf; 5 
That Meſſenger ſpeaking to us in His Name, or 
3 Him in ſpeaking | to Us. Where 


« Secondly , The W Gſtinguiching 

Name Fehova, is not aſerib'd to the Angel, 
the Logos or our Lord Feſus Chriſt, as ap» 
pearing in his own Name or Perſon, but 
as ſent in the Name and Perſon of the One Je- 
bova or God the Father; and therefore no more 
belongs to his diſtinct Perſon, than the Title 
of King of Great Britain belongs to the Perſon 
of the King's Son ſent to treat in his Name 
I wonder that learned Men ſhou'd miſs this 
plain way of Reaſoning, viz. that whatſoever 


one Perſon doth by Another acting in his 
Name and by his Authority, That He 1 


{aid to do Himfelf. If a King is ſaid to pro- 
claim War, or make Peace, or execute Laws; 
it is thought no difficult or improper Expreſ 


ſion, though it be known that He did not act 


at all immediately in Perſon, but only by his 
Miniſters and Agents. Why then ſhould it 
be ſo hard to . c what Moſes meant, 
when He ſaid, the Lord Jehova] appear 4, 
and the Lord [Jehov a] ſpake; viz. not that 


the One Jehova or God the Father did appear 


or ſpeak immediately in his own Perſon, 


- (ied: we are aſſured he did not, from the 


Revela- 


I 


Ee. 


2 


Dit) of God. 
Revelation of the New Teſtament ;) but he 
ſis I] appeared and re in or by the Perſon of his 
no | Angel, the Logos, Nd, or his Son Feſus 
in- Cbriſt: And therefore. not the Perſon immedi- 
er || ately appearing and ſpeaking, but That Per- | 
in: ſon only, who ſpake and manifeſted Himſelf || 
one his Power and Fill]. by him, is the One God al 
om | or Jebova. It being thus abundantly prov.4 -. © 1 
If; | that the Logos, or our Lord Feſus C 15 8 . 
or peared at the Delivery of the Law, and in the 

eres other Manifeſtations to the Patriarchs and Pro- 
Achets, as the Agel | Meſſenger] and Repre- 
ſentatrve of the ſupreme Jebova; he could not 

be Himſelf the ſupreme Jehova whoſe An- 
el he was, and therefore cou'd not be 
8 Individually conſubſtantial with Him; 
this being not only an evident Contradicti- 
on in itſelf, but alſo contrary to the Ob- 
ector s Notion of the Incommunicableneſs of the 
Name Jehova. For if the Name Jehova is | as 

is proved, and the Objector, I think, will not. 
leny it, | the particular , Fr. Cha- 
racer of God the Father, and ſo i 


incommunica- 
le to another; it cannot be communicated to 
the Son of God, becauſe thereby it would be 
s much his particular diſtinguiſbing Character, 
is the Fathers; that is, it would be the Ore 
b/tmguiſhing Character, of two diſtinct Perſons ; 
rhich is a manifeſt Contradiction. And yet 
ſome of thoſe who make this Obje&ion, can 
ligeſt this Reaſoning: For they tell us, that 
Pwer, expreſſed by Slenedr af, may be the 
Iiftinguiſhing Attribute of the Father, and yet 
ot excluſive of the Perſon of the Son; That 
Sto ſay, that the Son 1s the raren rp, God 
upreme over all,] tho' the Father only, and 
8 diſtinct from the Son. is the N οννο⁰e% God 
upreme over all.] This, I ſay, is a mani- 


feſt 


the Gifinguiſbing Attributes of a Perſon, belong 


Qu: 3d. 


ſhip, who believe Chriſt to be the one ſuprem 


Concerning th 
feſt Contradiction: For I always thought that 


only to the Perſon diſtinguiſh'd by them: 
Otherwiſe, they would be at the ſame time 
his diſtinguiſhing, - and yet not diſtinguiſhing At 
tributes. | e 7 


— 4 


\ Whether two different Beings can be expreſcl 
and deſcrib d by the ſame Name in the ſans" 
adſolute Mamer, ſo as to be diflingui/h/d thai 
they are two Beings * Whether therefore the 
two divine Perſons, God the Father and the Son, 
being alike expreſs d and deſcribd by the on 
Name Jehova, muſt not neceſſarily be cn 
ledg d to be one individual Being, or elſe ini. 
rable Confuſion be brought into the Object of out 

Faith and Norſbip? | _ 


Feſus Chriſt, or the Son of God, being never 
characterized in his own Perſon | as the Oh 
jection ſuppoſeth him to be] with the a 
communicable Name Jebova, which is the diþ 
tinguiſhing and perſonal Character of God ti 
Fatber; may eaſily, nay muff neceſſarily be 
diſtinct individual ſubordinate Being. An 
this brings no Confuſion into the Object als 
Their Faith and Worſhip, who believe Him talf®* 
be, what He is reveal'd, the Meſſenger and 80 
of God, not That ſupreme individual God 
whoſe Son and Meſſenger He is declar'd to be 
and worſhip Him with That Honour, hid 
is due to One who is exalted and appointed b 
his God and Father to be the Saviour and Judy! 
of the World. But inſuperable Confuſion mul 
nerds be introduc'd into Their Faith and Wor 


101 


Jehova, and yet to be ſent by Him; to be tht na 
moſt bigh God, and yet his Angel ; and 1 1 
UT 15 


Unity. of God. 


* 


that c Him with 1 10 Adoration, tmd as ahſo- 
aud bah egual to the Father, and yet acknowledge 
Ichat He is a ſubordinate Perſon, begotten or de- 
tiy'd from the Father, and owing his Being 
Rand all his Perfections to the Father as the 
Alone Original and ſelf- exiſtent Cauſe. | 


I bether the Prophecy, Zec. "13s 7, Awake Qu. ach- 
Imy Sword againſt my Shepherd, and againſt 
the Man my Fellow, faith the Lord of Hoſts , 
compar'd with Mat. 26, 31, All ye ſhall be 
offended becauſe of Me this Night, for it 
3s written, I will {mite the Shepherd &c. dotb 
ot prove that the Meſfias or the Son of God 
Pere ſpoken of, and call d the Fellow | or Equal, 
wp ef Jehova, is not equal and \ 19v7ownG | 
* Windivadually conſubſtantial in Nature with the 
Une ſupreme Jehova? =} &-/1k Wa 


41.4\ | 1 $4644.” | 1 $63 8797 | 
The :Learned Objectors think, that the Anſw. ts 
allage cited from Zec. 13, 7, is a very 40. 
lain Text for the - abſolute Equality of the 
Won of God with the Father. Their whole 
\gument depends upon the Meaning of the ._ 
ebrew Word m:2vy, {ſpoken of Chriſt becom 
gs Man; which our Tranſlaters have ren- 
Jim ird Fellow, and which the Objectors ſuppoſe 
ad Sale mean an Equal abjolutely in Nature. One 
" Golfffarned Writer obferves, * that the LXX have 


Conſi- 


irt ut; which He tranſlates, my Fellow-Jerations 
hic en. But this Conſtruction is neither good on Mr 
„ted bi nſe, nor for his Purpoſe. To ſtile any one, My 
4 Jude od's Fellow-citizen ,, makes God Himſelf, who Preface 


F the King of the City, to be a Fellow-citizen zpag. 18. 
rhich is abſurd. A Fellow-citizen, means no 
Fore than a Citizen of the ſame City; which 
Ine Perſon may be with another of a diffe- 
Nt Nature, We are Fellow-citizens with the 
Angels 


” 
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> ccni ehe * 
Amel ot the Heavenly. Jeruſulem, àgfechbhy d 
212, 22: And the- ng calls ie Jie 
not only his Fellow-ſervant"'|-evyAn@+4] "but ts 
of bis Bretbyen | nor dNae8y, | Rev. 19, 10 K 
ther of which Titles, but ef] op the latter 
as much proves an identical Equality of Na 
ture, as Fellow or Fellom- citixen. Further, the 
Text ſpeaking of Chriſt becoming Man, (the 
Man that is my Fellow, ) will prove tos nch 
for the Objectors. For it will not only þþ 
their Argument] make Chyift, . as Man, equal 
in Nature to God; but, ſince He hath i'm 
Fellows, 1. e. (according to theſe Authors, 
. Equals to Him in Nature, he being anime 
with the Oyl of Gladne ſs above his Fellows, " H 
T, 9; this will make his Fellows alſo equi 
in Nature to God. But the Word Fellow, bi 
ing the rendering of runy in Zechary, dof 
not there ſignify an Equal, either in Nature 
| Powers ,/ but is the ſame as Companion, hid 
- . 1s the proper Senſe of rvey. Sometimes 
Iignifies a Neighbour, as twice in Lev.'6 
If OR and commit a Treſpaſs again f 
Lord, and lie unto his Meighbour, opa. 
or hath deceived his Neighbour, )x. II 
Hebrews never, I think, expreſs the Word 
Equal by rey, but by the Verb -·õꝗ·.. Thi 
Tſai. 46, 5, To whom will ye liken me and m 
mne equal, «\wr 1? And 40, 25, to whom will 
liken me, or ſhall I be equal, NOW So thatyu 
leſs the Word Fellow, as it is the ſame within 
pamon or Neighbour, implies always neceſſani 
an Equal in Nature, | which I think thefe les 
ed Authors will not affirm, | it will not pro 
an identical Equality of Nature betwixt Goda 
Chrift in this Paſſage of Zechary. An Al 
was the Companion of Tobias; and the good- 
gels keep Company with the RIS | 
Y co 


I 


[ 


Unity of God. 
cording, to Tobit 5, 21. We may walk with 
God, as Enoch and Abrabam did, Gen, 3; 22, 
24. 17, 1; and ſo may be ſaid to be yrvoy 
Companions of God: And we are ſaid to be 8:6 
In bed, of the + [ of the Family, or of the 
Kindred] of God, Epheſ. 2, 19. And yet ſure- 
ly this doth not make us of abſolutely Equal 
all Nature [either murvo1o; of dh,’, with God. 
bl Therefore the Word 2 in Zechary can mean 
no more, than that the Meſſias was the Com- 


2 much more eminent manner,) the Friend of 
God; being his beloved Son in whom He was 
yell pleas d, Mat. 3, i177. 


panion or Meigbbour, or (as Abraham, tho in 


33 


TEXT 8 propos'd to prove an [individual] 
Unity of Gedbead in the Father and the Son. 


Is Al. 45, 5. 1 am the Lord, Joh. 1, 1. The Word was God. 


Iſa. 46, 9. I am God, and 
there is none like Me ; before Me 
there was no God form'd, neither. 
"ſhall there be after Me. 


D 


4 4nd there is none elſe; there is Heb. 1, 8. Thy Throne, O God. 
God beſides Me. Kom. 9, 5: Chriſt came, who 
Ari | S234, is over all God bleſſed for ever. 


Iſa. 44, 8; Is there a God be-. Phil. 2, 6. Who being in the 
ies me? Tea, there is no God, Form of God. 6 
I bnow not _— Heb. 1, 3. Who being the 


'" . Brightneſs of his Glory, and the 
expreſs Image of his Perſon, 


CO Ne 


5 


___ the God of Iſaac, and the God af. Facob,  &e; 


Contradiftinction to the Perſon of the Son, or ou 


e HT 3TY DITA OT 0 Oe. 9% £4 2 
on dhe foregoing Text. 
- 4.85. +6 | . 8 | ; 
HE Texts cited frotit Fail in the firſt 
I Column, are ſpoken of one Per ſon 'onth, 


New Teſtament by the particular Title of G 
the Father. This is prov'd front Fob. 8, 5% 


the only true God, a and Feſus Ch 7/3 hom the 
Baff. ſent. 1 Cor. 8. 6. Tons there 7s but one Gil 
© " the Father Ke. Epheſ. 4, 6, One God and 


los in Reaſon, that if ſeſus Chriſt or an) 
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x , 7 


namely the one ſupreme Being reveal d in the 


It is my Father that honometh Me, of 
ſay that HE is your God. Mat. 22 31, 32, 
ave you not read that which was ſpoken unto you 
God, ſaying, I am the God of Abraham, ani 


compar d with As. 2, 13, the God of Abra 
bam, and of Iſaac, and of Jacob, the God of on 
Fathers bath glorify'd HIS Son Feſus, &c. Thi 
is further confirm'd by Texts analogous to 
thoſe of Tſaiab, limited to the Perſon of the 
Father ſingly ; Job. 17, 3, Thee (the Fathe 


Father of all. In theſe and many other Pla 
ces, the one God is the Perſon of the Father, i 


Lord Jefus Chriſt : Whence it unavoidably fol 


mt COD MW 


other Perſon be talld God in Scripture, it muf 
be in a ſubordmate Senſe. And that This is ſo 
is in fact reveal'd' concerning dur Lord an 
Saviour; See Joh. 1, 1, cited by the Objet 
ors, The Word was with God, oy Pather,) G e 
pared with v. 14, Ve bebeld bis Glory, the Gl. 


' * 


Vn ry of God.' 
4s of the only begotten of the Father Kc. Alſa 
Heb. 1; 8, 9, Thy Throne O God, ; wherefore. 
God, even thy God bath anointed Thee --— 4 
compar'd with Joh. 10, 36, ſh ye of Him 
whom the Father hath ſanctiſy d and ſent into the 
Wortd-—-? Whence neceſſarily follows the In- 
ference of St Faul, Heb. 7, 75, Without all Con* 
tradiction, the leſs is bleſſed of the greater. With 
Rom, 9, 5; compare 1 Cor. 15; 27, 28. He 
is excepted which did put all Things under 
Him —-- + Then ſhall the Son Himſelf be ſubje# 
unto Him that put all Things under Him, that 
God (viz. the Father, for fo the Context ne- 
neſſarily requires) may be all in all, Compare 
alfo the Words of our Lord Himſelf, Mat. 28, 
18; All Power is given to Me in Heaven and Earth. 
The two Paſſages, Phil. 2, 6; and Heb. 1, 35 
prove the direct contrary to that for which 
they are alledy'd ; and therefore I wonder 
they ſhou'd be offer d by a learned Perſon. 
It hall ſuffice to give the Senfe of them in the 
Words of Novatian, and the learned Euſebius 
of Caſarea. Novatian ſpeaking of the former 
Place, Philip. 2, 6; ſaith of the Son, that 
tho' He was in the Form of God, yet nunquam fe 
Deo Patri aut comparavit aut contulit © He 
never compar'd Himſelf with God his Fa- 
ther. cap. 17. De Trin. Which is his 
Jenſe, and the true, tho' not Grammatical 
Senſe of 5X d day wp nynz]o 1 vey ion 957 ( a). 
He declares of God the Father, that He is Deus 

D " | ſum? : 


35: 
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(42) 3x dewdy ur nyin]e 7 Evraion hd, be did not affyct, did 
dot claim, did nor aſſume, did not take upon him, | or eagerly defire 
lol be honour'd as God: This is the moſt proper and natural Senſe © 
de Expreſſion, and is acknowledg'd by Grotius, Ach Biſtop Tillot + 


: | 


2 


"<< 2. ” 4m, 3 ye tee 4 * 


. on him humane Fleſh, and alſo after his Reſurrection, he always 


* ro his whole Will and Pleaſure, even ſo as to be content to take up- 


Concerning the 


ſummus, dum extra comparem eſt ,' et ideo ſo- 
lum et mum efſe neceſſe eft , 25 conferri ſy 
bil poteſt, dumeparem non habet : © the ſu- 
preme God, having no Compear; and 
*© therefore is neceſſarily the one and 
* only God, to whom nothing can be 
* compard, there being none equal to 
Him. That the Father and Son 

(b) duo 


ſom, Dr Whitby , and Dr Clarke. The Phraſe d& «gmiy dy 
#7/40z7, is a Metaphor taken from the Action of thoſe who pillage 
or ſcramble for any Thing, which is always with Eagerneſs and 
Greedineſs of Mind. The whole Paſſage of Novatian clearly ſhows 
the above-menrion'd Interpretation to be His Senſe of the Words: 
Hic ergo quamvis eſſet in Forma Dei, non eſt rapinam arbirratus 
æqualem ſe Deo eſſe. Quamvis enim ſe ex Deo Patre Deum eſſe me- 
miniſſet, nunquam ſe Deo Patri aut comparavit aut contulit; memor 
ſe eſſe ex ſuo Parre, et hoc ipſum quod eſt, habere ſe, quia Pater de 
d iſſet. Inde deniq; er ante Carnis Aſſumptionem, ſed et poſt Aſ- 
ſumprionem Corporis, poſt ipſam præterea Reſurrectionem, omnem 
Patri in omnibus rebus Obedientiam præſtitit parirer ac præſtat. 
Ex quo probatur nunquam arbitratum illum eſſe rapinam quandam 
Divinitatem, ut æquaret ſe Patri Deo: Quinimo contra, omni ipſius 
Imperio et Voluntati obediens arq; ſubjectus, etiam ut formam ſervi 
ſuſciperer, contentus fuir, hoc eſt, hominem illum fieri, &c. De Tri- 
nit. cap. 17. * Chriſt (faith He) tho He was in the Form of God, yer 
«© did not catch at being Equal with G; for tho' he knew that He 
« was God as having God for his Father, yet he never compar'd 
« himſelt with God his Father; remembring that He was from, his 
Father, and that he receiv'd his very being what he was (viz. God) 
© from his Father. Wherefore both before and after his raking up- 


did and does pay all Obedience to his Father. From whence it 
appears that he never tho ght fic ſo to claim co himſelf Divinity,“ 
according to the literal Senſe of the Words ; He never thought the Di- 
viniry a Thing to be ſo catch'd at by Him,] © as to equal himſelf 
« with God his Father: Nay on the contrary, He was always obed ient i 


on him the Form of a Servant, that is. ro become a Man. Sees 
full Account of this Phraſe in Dr Clarke's Scrip. Dot, Pag 176, 177. 


372, 19, 180, IU. 


* 


| Unity of God. 
( duo aquales inventi, duos Deos merito reddidiſ- 
ſent, © being found equal, wou'd undoubtedly 
e be two Gods. A moſt ſtrong Teſtimony a- 
gainſt an abſolute Co- equality. With Reſpect | 
3 to 


1 _ — 


(b) Novatian ſpends his 31ſt Chapter, to prove that God the Fa 
ther and the Son make not two Gods, becauſe the Son is not Equal to 
the Father. I ſhall here ſer down the Sum of that moſt remarkable 
Chapter, as it ſtands collected by the learned Dr Clarke in his excellent 
Anſwer to Mr Nelſon's Friend, Pag. 138, 139. Aquarione in utroq; 
oſtenſa, duos faceret innatos; et ideo duos faceret Deos. Aqua- 
les inventi duos Deos reddid iſſent. par expreſſus, duos inviſi- 
biles oſtend iſſet, et ideo duos comprobaſſet et Deos. —— Nunc au- 
tem — dum ſe Patti in Omnibus obtemperantem reddit, quam- 
vis fir et Deus, unum tamen Deum patrem de Obediencia ſua oſ- 
tend it, ex quo et Originem traxit: et ideo duos facere non potuit, 
ords: ¶ quia nec duas Origines fecit. — Subjectis enim ei quaſi Filio, omni- 
itratus bus rebus a Patre ; dum ipſe cum his, quæ ilſi ſubjectæ ſunt, Patri 
ſe me · ¶ ſuo ſubſicitur; Patris quidem ſui fiſius probarur, cærerorum autem 
nemor Net Dominus et Deus. Deus quidem oſtend ĩtur Filius, cui Divi- 
ditas trad ita et porrecta conſpicitur; et ramen nihilo minus wnus De- 
Nt Af. {W's Pater probatur, dum gradatim reciproco meatu ilſa Majeſtas ara; 
mnem IDivinicas ad Patrem, qui dederat eam, rurſum ab illo ipſo Filio 


ræſtat. Imiſſa revertitur et retorqu- tur. Ur merito Deus Pater, omnium Devs 
andam MW, et principium ipſius quoque filii ſui quem Dominum genuit; Filius 

: urem cæterorum omnium Deus fir, quoniam omnibus iſlum Deus p. 
n ſerri er przpoſuic quem genuit. Ita Mediator Dei er Hominum Chriſt .s 
De Tri · Neſus, omnis Creaturæ ſubjectam ſibi habens a Patre proprio Poteſtatem, 


;0d, yer Nu Deus eſt ; cum tota Creatura ſubd ita fibi, concors Patri two Deo 

: wencus, unum et ſolum et verum Deum Patrem ſuum ——breviter ap- 
robavic: © It (ſaith He) they were Both Equal, they would Boch 
be unoriginate, and conſequently two Cd. Being found 
Equal, they would be Two Gods. Being Equal, they would 
be Two Inviſibles, and conſ thy Two Gods. Bur now, whilſt 
the Son obeys his Father in all Things; tho* He himſelf alfo be 
God, yer by his Obedience He declares his Father ro be the One 
God, from whom alſo He derives his Original; and therefore He 
cou'd not make Two Gods, becauſe He did not make Two 0rjz;. 
nal Principles. Here Dr Clarke notes, that a corrupt Paſ- 
age, inequalitate inſtead ot in Aqualitate, comes in, cited by Mr 
*!ſon's Friend to a Purpoſe quite oppoſite ro the Author's Deſig 1 in 
s whole Chapter.] “ For all Things being made lube to 
Him as Son, by his Father; He himſelf together with all Things vn. 
der Him, being ſubject to his Father, is prov'd to be the Son ind -ad 
D 3 0 
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Concerning tbe 
to the latter Place, Heb. 1, 3; Euſeb, cont. 
Marc. pag. 25, directly affirms, 1 M.] N 5 
eie, 2) T8 451" i ν, by x) N ννẽuůu a 
e why de las, « So medyuale, » ve Judurs; 
The Image, and That of which it is the 
Image, can never be underſtood to be one 
and the ſame Thing; but they are two Sub. 
+ flances, and two Things, and two Powers: * 
Plainly inconſiſtent and oppoſite to individual 
Conſubſtantiality. To conclude this Head; 
I defire the Texts may be conſider d, wherein 
God is ftil'd the God and Father of our Lord 
Jus Chrift : Wherein the Son is {aid to live 
y the Father's Donation of Life to Him; I 
live by the Father, Joh. 6, 57; and, As the Fa. 
ther bath Life in Himſelf, ſo hath he given 1 
the Son to have Life in Himſelf, Joh. 5, 26; 
and, That He can do nothing but what He ſeeth 
the Father do, (that is, what he hath received 
Power and Commiſſion to do, as the Father's 
Miniſter and Agent,) Fob. 5. 19: In ſhort; 
where tis ſaid that his Being and all his At: 
tributes are derivd from the Gift and good 
F lex 
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te of the Father, but of all other Things the Lord and God, —-The St 
* indecd is ſhowa to be God, becauſe Divinity is communicated and 
te derivid to Him; and yet the Father neyertheleſs is 'prov'd to 
* the One God, whilſt That Majeſty and Divinity, which the Fathe 
t* .communicates to the Son, is by che Son in Acknowledgment col 
* tinually return'd back to the Father who gave it. So that G0 
b. the Father is juſtiy ſtil'd; The God over All; and the Original eve 
* of the Son himſelf, whom He begat Lord of all: And at the fa 
Time the Son is the God of all other Things, becauſe God 
e Father made al Things ſubject ro Him whom He begat. Thus | 
* ſus Chriſt che Mediatour between God and Men, having frcm | 
* Father all Creatures ſubjected to him as their God; himſelt wi 
* rhe whole Creation under his Dominion, being in perfect Agre 
ff ment with God his Father, hath bricfly ſhown his Father to! 
e Joe Ope and Only and True God, 


r ol os. a7 a *5.. 


:-The Lot 
cared all 
yv*'d to be 
he Fathe 
ment Cob 
that 00 
iginal eve 
it the 1a 
e God 
Thus 
g from 
imſelf wil 

ect Agri 

ather to. 


the Apolle, Col. 1, 19, It 


Unity of God 

Pleaſure of the Father; according to that of 
pleas'd the Father, 
that in Him pon d all Fulneſi dwell: Particular- 
ly, That remarkable Paſſage, Job, 14, 28. 
My Father is greater than I: (c) Which all the 
antient antenicene, and ſome Nicene and poſ- 
mcene Fathers underſtand to be ſpoken of 
Chriſt as the aby@- or Son of God. I deſire 
that theſe Texts may be reconcil d to an in- 
diuidua! Conſuhſtantiality and Coequality, 
without any Sophiſtry or 8 This 
being premis d concerning the Texts, I proceed 
to reply to the Queries. Os 


Whether all other Beings beſidesthe one ſupreme Qu. ſt 
God, be wot excluded by the Texts of Iſaiah ; and 
conſequently whether Chriſt can be any God at 


all, unleſs He be the ſame with the ſupreme 
God? 


That there is or can be but one ſupreme Be- Anſw. 10 
ing or God, is the firſt Principle of natural *. 
as well as reveal d Religion. That this one 
ſupreme Being or God is reveal d to be one Per- 
ſon, the Perſon af the Father; is prov'd from 
the Texts of Jſaiab (as I haveſhown,) compa- 
red with the Tenour of the New Teſtament. 
Therefore all other Perſons or Beings, how di- 

: D 4 wine 
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(c) This, Dr Clarbe hath ſbewyn to be the Senſe of Fuſtin Martyr, 
Treneus, Origen, Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria, the Synod of Sar- 
dica, Marius Viftorinus, Hilary, Athanaſius, Baſil, Nazignzen. And 
our own learned Bifhop Bull acknowledgeth that the Subordination 
of the Son to the Father, even with Reſpet to his Godhead, (ir being 
deriv'd from the Fachet,) is che Catholick Faith, and maintain'd by 
the moſt Orthodox Fathers after the Council of Nice e See Scrip. 
Doi, Pag. 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, | 
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Qu. ad. 


Que 3d. 


| reaſonably be ſuppos d to carry an ambigueus 


Concerning the 
vine ſoever, are neceſſarily excluded; — 
Conſequence our Lord Jeſus Chriſt is as 
excluded from being the one ſupreme God, as 
from being the Perſon of the Father, The 
Queſtion, whether Chriſt can be any God at all, 
unleſs He be the ſame with the ſupreme God; 1s 


exactly the ſame as if it were aſk d, Whether 


the Perſon' of Chrift can be God at all, unleſt 
He be the Perſon f the Father; Which I pre- 


0 
fume needs no Anſwer. Indeed, on the con- 
trary , if Chriſt be God at all, it unavoida- 
bly follows that He cannot be the ſame indivi 
dual God, with the ſupreme God, the Father; 
for then He plainly wou'd be no God at all, but 
only another Name of the one God the Father; 
Which is contrary to Reaſon and the whole Te- 
nour of Revelation. | 


Whether the Texts of the New Teſtament do not 
ew, that He is not excluded; and therefore 
muſt be the ſame God? 

Whether the Word (God) in Scripture, can 


Meaning, or to be ws'd in a different Senſe, when 


apph d to Father and Son in the ſame Scripture, 


and even in the ſame Verſe? See Joh. 1, 1. 
The Word (Gad) in Scripture hath a relative 


1 and is us d in a ſupreme and in a 
ſubordinate Senſe. It is afcrib'd to other Be- 


ings, beſides the one God. See Exod. 7, 1; 


T have made thee a God to Pharoab. Pal. 82,1; 


God flandeth in the Afſembly of Gods, He judg- 
eth among Gods. He is God of Gods, &c, Com- 


pare Fob. 10; 34, 35, Is it not written in your 
Law, IT ſaid ye are Gods f —— If He call d them 


| Gods to whom the Word of God came, &c. And 


this relative ſubordinate Signification holds, tho 
| | O93 not 


| Unity of God. at. 
not equally, when Chrift is call'd God; as ap- » 
rs the very Paſlages cited by the Ob- 
jector. He who being God, calls another bs 
God, and is ſantifyd by Him, Heb. 1; 8, 9; 
muſt needs be God in a ſubordinate Senſe, and 
in Contradiſtinction to the ſupreme Being, his 
God. Again; He who is God, and, at the ſame 
time, is with God who begat Him, Fob. 1; 1, 
14 ; muſt needs be God in a different Meaning, 
unleſs the ſame God coud be with Himſelf, and 
beget Himſelf, which is an evident Contra- 
diction. I may add, that, with Regard to 
Fob. 1, 1, referd to by the learned Objector, 
the Article is prefix'd before 0:3; in an, abſo- 
lute Conſtruction ſpoken of the Father, but 
omitted when predicated of the X: And tis 
a Difference of Stile, which runs thro' the whole 
New Teſtament without one Exception; (the 
do not Paſſage, Acts. 20, 28, will not be objected by 
any one, who conſiders that the Text is read 
otherwiſe by Ireneus, the ancient Syriac Verſi- 
on, and the moſt correct Alexandrian MS:) (d.) 
Nor will a Scholar call this Remark trifling , 
who knows that the three moſt learned ante- 
nicene Greek Fathers, (e) Clem. Alex. () 


igen, 


r. Orig. Comment, in Joh. p. 46, 47. © The Apoſtle (He 
ſaith) adds the Article, When the Word God is put for the unbe- 
gotten Cauſe of all Things (or the Father, but He omits it when 
the Word is call'd God? ” And again: mip , Taps 70 de- 
, weloxy ne ei ,n Jromod wor, xx © beds, a 
ivs xi, dv AH. Orig. ibidem, but — 


i 5 In all r it is read, the Churob of the Lord. i 
(e) s % ede d Mg Tmeooeimw, 0 Th N apples eM Fe T ray- 
7 Be- * 8 : Clem.” Alex, Strom. 3. pit 0 He calls him 
7, 13} (Chriſt) not abſolutely God with an Article, by which the ſu- 
32,1; * preme God (rhe Father) is ſignify dq. | | 
» judg- .() I 6 08%; oyowndie im 7% ayvvire . of dA 
Com- F., nm uiy T0 &;beor* none , aun, in 6 AO eg avopn- 


42 Concerning the 
Origen, (4) Euſeb. Ceſar. inſiſt upon it: An 
, I "Work it no impertinent Obſervation, that 
the Stile of the LXXII, in all the Place 
alledg d above for the ſubordinate Senſe 0 
the Word (God,) is exactly agreeable hereto. 


Qu. 4th. Vpetber, if the Scripture-Notion of God be iz 
more than that of the Author and Goyernour 
of the Univerſe, or whatever it be; the admit 
ting of Another to be Author and Governour gf 
the Univerſe, be not admitting another God, 
contrary to the Texts cited from Iſaiah ; and alſo to 
Ha. 42, 8.—48, 11; where He declares, He 
will not give his Glory to another? 


Anſw. to Suppoling the reveal'd Senſe of the Wan 
4˙⁰. God) to imply Dominion, and that he is the 
Author and Governour es Univerſe, as U. 

Clarke doth hold; the admitting a Second Fr 

fon, diſtin& from the one ſupreme God, to b 
Author and Governour, doth by no means con 

tradict the Paſlages cited from Iſa. or an 

other; or introduce two Gods, viz. two ft 

preme Beings or Perſons : But is eaſily recon 

cild to Reaſon and Scripture, by proving, ( 

I have already done and will more fully hen 

after,) that the ſecond Perſon was ſubordina 

to and the Agent of the Firſt, in the Work 
Creation. If there is (as is on all Sides ad 
knowledg( 


—— —— — T—— „—O—̃— 
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* God beſides chat Self. exiſtent Perſon, (the Father, ſpoken of i 
« mediately before ;) being ſo only by Cemmunication of his Di 
* niry, cannot fo properly be call'd That God; but rather a divil 
© Perſon, * See Dr Clarke's Scrip. Do. Pag. 4, 5. | 
(g) Dr Clarke” hath obſerved, that Euſebius makes the ſamek 
mark concerning the Article being prefix'd to beg by St Fo 
when apply'd to the Father; but omitted, when aſcrib'd to il. 
Word or Son. See his Anſwer to Mr Nelſon's Friend, Pag, C7. 


' 


knowledg'd, but one xoqupl, my, ita, one Origi- 
ul, Fountain, and Cauſe of all Power &c, then 
it 18 impoſſible that there ſhou'd be any more 
than one God in the higheſt and abſolute Senſe 
of the Word; and it can never be a Contra- 
diction to this Unity, that any other Being 
is call d God, which is neceſſarily ſubordinate. 
And therefore tho the one ſupreme God, creates 
Ind governs the World by the Miniſtry of 
one or more Agents; this one, or theſe Agents, 
may in a ſubordinate Senſe be truly called the 
Creator, or Creators, and Governours of the Uni- 
MY verſe; and yet is there plainly but one Crea- 
tor and Governuur in the higbeſ and proper 
e enſe. As for God declaring, that He vill 
Want give bis Glory to another, Tſa. 42, 8 — 48, 
11; it hath no Difficulty. God neither will, 
a8 Ui nor can give his Glory to another: His Glor 

is (as hath been ſaid,) his being the one 12 
preme independent Cauſe and Original of all 
Things or Beings; and whatever Divine Ho- 
nour is juſtly given to any other, redoynds 
ultimately to the Glory of Him who com- 
manded it to be given. 


Il bether Dr Clarke's Pretence, that the Au-Qu. 5th. 
thority of Father and Son being one, tho” they are | 
two diſtin® Beings, makes them not to be two 
Gods, as a King upon the Throne, and his 
don adminiſtring the Father's Government 
are not two Kings; be not trifling and incon{ift> - 
ent? For if the King's Son be not a King, He 
cannot truly be call d King; if He is, then there 
are two Kings: So if the Son be not God ix the 
dcripture-notzon of God, He cannot truly be 
call d God; and then bow is the Dr conſiſtent 
with Scripture or with bimſelf 2 But if the Son 
be truly God, there are two Gods upon the DoJ- 

Ts Hypotheſis, as plainly as that one aud one are 


Unity of God, 43 


, to de 
Or all 
wo ſu 
TS CON 
ng, ( 
y here 
ordinat 
V ork 
des ac 


wledg( 


en of i 


"BY | IJ 7 * r | 
44 1 Cuncef vid the e 
8 two. And ſo all the Texts 7 Iſa. cited abobt 
befides others, Band full and clear haf the Doc: 


1 truſt, the learned Objector, upon a ſecond 
—·· 1 of his 5th 9 55 * _ 
ink it very pertinent or concluſive z He will 
not ask a ſecond Time, whether one Divine 
Perſon exerciſing the Authority of Another, 
to whom He is ſubord;nate, and by whom He 
1s ſent, proves that the two Perſons are tw? 
Gods. He knows that the proper Unity of 
God, is a perſonal Unity of Supremacy and In- 
dependency; and conſequently that any o. 
ther divine Being, muſt have the Name of God 
in a ſubordinate Senſe. So that tis plainly to 
ask, whether there can be a divine Perſon, to 
exerciſe the Power or Authority of the one ſu 
preme God , without ſuch Perſon's being another 
diſtinctco-ordinate Perſon or God. Divine Power, 
can eaſily be conceivd communicable but per- 
ſonal Supremacy and Independency, cannot: And 
if the Exerciſe of divine Power. makes any Per- 
ſon to have juſtly given to him the Title of 
God; Jeſus Chriſt, who hath all communica- 
ble divine Powers, plainly is God; and. yet 
not another God in Oppoſition to the Unity of 
the one ſupreme God, his Father and God. 80 
that the Texts in Iſa. and elſewhere, are ve- F 
ry ſecure; and Dr Clarke's Meaning, clear and 
conſiſtent. The Doctor's Way of arguing from 
a King upon the Throne, and his Son admini- 
ſtring the Father's Government, inveſted with 
the Title of King in Subordination to his Fa- 
ther; hath the Authority of Tertul jan and 
Athenagoras, (h) and is agreeable to right ri 

, on: 
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(b) See Scrig, Dol. pag. 333, 334, 345, 347 


above, n: And I 
e Doc ot Ki 


f Perſia than 
s King of 


ſecond 


Kings. 
II not | 


Unity of God. 
ask whether Herod the Great was 
Fudea, tho the Jews had no King 
it Ceſar £ And whether there were more Kings 
One, though the King of Perfia 
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[TEXTS to prove an Unity of Divine Accri- 


And to the Son. 
i Joh. 2, 34. He bnew all Men 


e wall — — 
Divine 
other, 
* by butes in the Farher and the Son. 
ty of © TY 
In- ¶ Apply d to the one God. 
ny 0 N | 
4 INGS 8, 39. Thou, e- 
ly ven thou only, bhnoweſt the Cr 
uy 8 earts of all the Children of Men. 
IN, 0 HEAG 


ne ſu 
other 
Power, 


be Heart, I try the Reins. 


t per 
And 

Per- 

tle of d nid 

mica- Iſa. 44, 6. I am the firſt, and 

1. yet am the laſt 5 and beſides Me 
. bere is no God. | 

aty of | Noob 

80 Rer. 1, 8. I am & and Q, the 


eginning and the End 


1 Tim. 6, 15. King of Kings 
i Lord of Lords. 


e ve- 
r and 
from 
Mini- 
with NN 

Iſai, 10, 21. The mighty God, 


Rom. 10, 12. Lord over all, 


Jer. 17, 10. 1 the Lord ſearch 


oh. 16, 30. Thou 
1 ny | 


Acts 1, 24. Which-hnoweſt the 


knoweſt all 


Hearts of all Men. 


Rev. 2, 23. IT am he that 
ſearcheth the Reins and the Heart. 


Rev. 1, 17. 1 am the fir ſt, and 
J am the laſt. | Fs 


Rev. 22, 13. I am A and Q, 


the Beginning and the End. 


f Rev. 17, 14.— 19, 16. He 
is Lord of Lords, and King of 
Kings. 

Iſa. 9, 6. The mighty God. 


Acts. 10, 36. Rom. 9, 5. He 


Is Lord of all. 
CO N- 
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ſpect to the Creatures, this he doth by bis & 


4 19, 27 | 
(ay all the * Antenicene Writers, the Fath 
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the Divine Attributes. 


HE Texts offer'd on this Head of Are 
I ment from the Old Teftament, prove, . 
greeably to the Tenour of the New, that Gol 

even the Father, the one ſupreme Being, 
the Fountain and Original, as of all Being, 
of all Power, Knowledge Sc. Hence all Po 
ers and Attributes, are faid to be His only; It 


nally, as the Self- exiſtent Cauſe. But © 


nicable Divine Powers deriv'd to Him wit 
his Being from the Father, is ſaid to do 


by the Father; and acts in Subordination 
the Father, who is ſupreme. With the Ten 


V 4 3 * W 
9 
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on the foregoing Texts, relating 
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1 
; 


cauſe they belong to Him primarily, or orig 
Lord Feſus Chrit, having all comm 


ſame Things which the Father doth, and 
be, in a ſubordinate Senſe, what the Fath: 
is ; becauſe whafever the Father doth with n 


c. So alſo the Sun doth them, becauſe | 
hath all Power neceſſary thereto, given to Hi 


cited by the learned Ob jector, compare Ma 
There is none good, but ne, that is Goff 


1 


—B 


—_ 


— 
* Juſlin Martyr reads the Words thus ; ** There is one Go, 6 nu 


%%% © o Torg sgayors, My Father which is in Heaven; Dial, cl. 
bo | _ | 


Dio — 

et Angels are good, and the Son and holy Spirit 

Cy \ + ore perfectly ſo; but none of theſe, 18 the 
preme abfea pal, Underived Good. Again, 
In. 63 75, 16, He, is the only Potentate, — 

Ns 


uly bath Immtortatity * Yet there are other 


brones and Dominons,, Principalities aud Pow- 
5, Which are alfo. 7mmortal: And above all | 
ſe, is the Sor of God; yet HE is excepted, . 
ich did put all Things wider Him, and. is a- 
oye the Son Himfelf, as being the Alone 
ountain of Immortality and Power. See al- 
oF Are Rom. 2, 16, in the Day when God ſhall judge 
he Secrets of all Men by Feſus Chrift &c. Hence 
at Gol Nbg. 8, 395 Fer, 17, 10; are clearly re- 
ing, Wncit'd with Job. 16, 30; Rev, 2, 23: with- 


eing, 8 
3 Wit mak ing the Son of God individual with 
all Po od the Father. And when Chriſt is ſtil'd 
Mly; ord of all; ſee it explain d, Mat. 28, 183 


T orig Power 7s given to me both in Heaven and 
mth: And Epheſ. 1, 22; and bath put all 
commiW19gs under his Feet, and gave him to be Head 
rer all Things to the Church : Yet ſtill the 
rad of Chriſt, is God, 1 Cor. II, 3. | 


Whether 


90 ah AS ca Eto .oXt #4 4.4 Sr 2 * 1 _ FI — RO 1 _ ad. 2 —— 
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-W'yph. pag. 328. Thus alſo Ireneus , Lib. 1. c. 17. And Clem. 
to Hieran. proves from this Place, that 6:25 Y wame, «5 % wr 
oA, “ God the Father, is the one and only ſupreme Poten- 
ute; Strom. 7. P. 933. And Origen, 6 c. nudv = ade. 
i872; more, Stoner ayalt, dramumy Tov ntovTa Teo £m Toy 
wry eig, ono. mus nies d Vn Aces d vhs, ei wit 
„ 6 beds 6 ruhe © Our Lord and Saviour (ſays He,) when a 
certain Perſon cal!'d Him, Good Maſter, refer'd back the Perſon 
Mo his Father, ſaying, why calleſt thou me good ? There is none good 
but one, that is God rhe Father; Contr, Celſ. Lib. 5. and 
us likewiſe in many other Places, And Novatian : quem folum 
nerito bonum pronunciat Dominus; ham our Lord (ſays He) 
deſervedly pronounces ro be Algne Goo! ' De Trin. Cap. 4. 
ee Dr Clarke's Serip. Dock. pag. 50, 51, $2. | 
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Qu. ft. | Whether the ſame Charafterifticks, eprcd 


Concerning ibe 


ſuch eminent ones, can reaſonably be under ſlo 
of two diſtin Beings ? of one, inffnite a 


independent , the other, de t and finite? 


The Characteriſtick Attributes mention di 
Scripture, may be underſtood, agreeably tt 
Reaſon, of two diſtinct Beings, in the Senley 
which 1 have 8 them; of the one, x 
ſupreme and underiv'd ; of the other, as ſul 
ordinate and deriv'd. The Exerciſe of the 
Attributes being finite, they do not neceſſan 
ly infer an infinite Subject in which to ſubſif 
tho it is undoubtedly true, that all the Attn 
butes of the one ſupreme God are in Him necell 
rily infinite, and by conſequence fo is the N 
ture in which they ſubſiſt. * 


Whether the Father's Omni ſcience and Etern 
are not one and the ſame with the Son's ; bei 
alike deſcrib'd, and in the ſame Phraſes? © 


Anſw. to 
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G. 2d; 


The Son hath a relative Omniſcience comm 
nicated to him from the Father; I mean, thi 
He knoweth all Things relating to the Cre 
tion and Government of the Univerſe : B 
yet He himſelf confeſſeth, Mat. 24, 36, 
that Day and Hour (of the laſt and genen 
Judgment) knoweth no Man, no not the Angels i 
Heaven, but my Father only Mark 13, 31] 
Neither the Son, but the Father. By which 
the ancient t antenicene Writers underſtan 


j j 


— | n 


+ The Comment of Treneus cited by Dy Clarke, Scrip. Doll. 
145, 147, is very remarkable. Dominus ipſe Filius Dei, ipſum Judit 
Diem conceſſit ſcire him Patrem &c. * Our Lord himſelf U 


ast our Lord, as the a0, or Son of God, 
Ypecial did not then know the Day of udgment. 
1427100 As to the Son; Eternity being alike deſcribed, and 


mmte zn the ſame Phraſes with that of the Father; the 
ute © Son's metaphyſical Eternity is no where expreſs 
„ Ml revealed either in the Old or NewTeſtament, 
20nd The learned Objector hath not brought one Text 
ably of Scripture, ' that at all proveth it. How- 
Senſe ever, I will ſave Him ſome Trouble, by ac- 
one, knowledginp, that in the Hebrew Language 
, as lu f the Old Teſtament, the Words by which 


of theſſſ is expreſs'd the Eternity of God, are aſcrib'd 
to the Meſfas and Wiſdom: But then I affirm, 
and will prove, if He pleaſeth to put me to 
Wit, that in all the Places He can alledge, Rea- 
ſon and the Context ſhews, that the meta- 
Wphyſical Eternity of the Maſtas or Wiſdom, - 
Is not or cannot be there ſpoken of. The 
Truth is; the Hebrew Language is herein de- 
ficient, and hath not any Word which pro- 
perly and emphatically denoteth what we mean 
by ſimple Eternity. The Words by which it is 
expreſs'd, are all ambiguous, and ſignify e- 
Wally a limited or unſimited Duration, If 
2668 TT i it 
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lie,] the Son of God acknowledg'd chat the Father only knew the Day 
* (and Hour) of Judgment. ” As a very learned Perſon obſerves; this 
Paſſage of Treneus will admit of no Evaſion. For He evidently ſpeaks 
W not of the Son of Man, bur of the Son of God; even of That Son, 
with whom, as it follows, in omnibus Pater communicat, © the Fa- 
* ther communicates in all Things. Preſently atter, having cited 
the Words of our Lord, My Father is greater than I, he concludes ; 
Secundum agnitionem itaq; prepoſitus eſſe Pater annuntiatus eft 4 
Domino noſtro, The. Father therefore is by our Lord declar'd 
to be ſuperiour even in Knowledge alſo to Him; * Lib. 2. Cap. 48, 


49. Baſil himſelf acknowledgerh, that “ he had ever been taught 


Dod. “ by Tradition from his Foretathers, that Ged the Father was the 
ſum judiq“ Fountain of Knowledge, and that the Son receiv'd his Knowledge 
nſelt U wich his Eſſence from Him, ” See Scrip, No, pag. 147, 148, 149. 
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nity ſhou d be diſtinctly reveal'd with Reſpes 


Qu. 34. 


know, whether the Du 
be reveal d or no in the 

That I anſwer, that tho' we cou d not, tt 
Keaſon, as ſure and prior to That Revelation 


, 85 


Concerning the 
it be hence objected, that we cannat certai 


of God Fo ors 
d Teſtament ; to 


makes us not to doubt of it. There 
no Neceſſity at all, that the Attribute 


Eter- 


to the Fatber, whoſe Eternity our Reaſon in 
fallibly aſſures us of; nor with Reſpect to the 
Son, whole Office and Character velative to 
preſuppoſes not, nor is at all more perfect for 
the eternal paſt Duration of his Being, ſur 
poſing it never fo certainly proy'd. As then 
is no Doubt, but the Eternity of God the Fatha 
is reveald in the Old Teſtament ; there bein 
nothing in Reaſon or the Context to deter 
mine the Words aſcrib'd to Him, to the limi 
ted or finite Senſe: fa in the New Teſtament 
it is emphatically expreſs'd, Rom. 1, 20. Bu 
in Neither, is there any Mention of the Saus. 


. Whether Eternity does not imply nece Ex- 
iſtence of the Son ad which is A5 2 thy 
Doctors Scheme * And whether the Dr bath m 
made an eluſive, equivocating Anſwer, to thi 
Objection; fence the Son may be a neceſſary En 
nation from the Fatber, by the Will and Power ( 
bis Father, without any Contradiftion ? Will 
one Thing, and arbitrary Will another, 


— a co oa. ee co ent Rs a_ coa= 


Simple and abſolute Eternity, in That Senft 
wherein the Word is ſometimes uſed by A 
phyſciaus, to ſignify, not barely an ro 1 
Duration, but the ſame with * phe or Self-e 
ience; is indeed inconſiſtent with Dr Clark 
Scheme: but no where ſuppos'd or aſirm d 9 
Him of the Son of God, any more than 1 

ve 


 Unityof God, 5 1 
wad iu the Tis evident that, was 5 
the Son Eternal in That Senſe, He wou'd be Self- 
exiſtent or wnbegottey ,- which is a flat Contra 
diction to his Generation, and to the whole Te- 
your of the Scripture. It hath ever been al- 
low'd, that the Father is Principum Pilii, the 
Original of the Son : How can this be, if the 
Son is eternal in That abſolute and metaphy- 
fical Senſe of Eternity, which hath not, nor 
can have, any Prxcipam or Original? Yet-1 
deny not, but that there is a reaſonable Senſe 
in Which the Son may be ſaid to be eternal. 

Dr Clarke hath clearly proved from Scripture 
and Antiquity, that, whatever the Son is in his 

metaphyſical Nature, he is certainly deriu d 
from the Father, and hath his Being and all 
his Powers by Donation from the Father: 
Which evidently. thows, that He was brought 
into Exiſtence, or begotten, by the (i) Vill of 

| E 2 


the 
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(i) Nothing can poſſibly be more clearly expreſs d, than the una- 
timous Senſe of the ancient Church in this Matter; as Dr Clarke and 
Dr Whitby have largely ſhown, Chriſt is the Son of God, zuld Jianue 
u Surawy hes, by the Will and Power of God; Tgnat. ad Smyr. 
$ 1. *Exeivoy Tov vale Benny Tay exeiys x deb , vr a 
ele: © Him (faich Fuſtin Martyr,) who by the Will of 
* che Father, is God; the Son and Meſſenger of the Father. Dial. 
with Tryph. Again, —— & , dm m lese SHANE e, 
* He hath all theſe Titles { before-mention'd, wiz. that of Son, Wiſe 
* dom, Angel, God, Lord and Mord,! from his being begotten 
"© of che Facher, by his Will; ” ibid. Again: Y avs md „r Tom wa - 
lay dm leite, uud fury 3) H agginforrs , © and that 
be was produced from the Father, before all Creatures. by his 
power and Will; ” ibid. He is Cauſe of all Things, e HI 5% 
T4yoxeglog@ wales, © by the Will of che Almighty Facher , ” 
Clem. Alex. Strom, 5. pig. 598. Tunc cum Deus voluit, ipſum pri- 
mum protulit Sermonem, God produced the Word Himſelf firſt, 
" when He willed to do fo; ” Tertul. adv. Prax. l. 6. ©zAiua]): vd 
aN . avjingmds $ aty©, © the Word proceeded * the 

' Imple 


Concerning the 
the Father. What the learned Queriſt means 
by a Neceſſary Emanation by the Will of the Fa: 
ther, I underſtand not; nor what again, by 
the Difference of Vill and arbitrary Will, 1 
Hope the Author doth not mean by a Neceſſary 
Emanation by the Will of the Father, that the 
Son's Emanation is naturally neceſſary; only be- 
ing however not contrary to, but agreeable to 
the ill of the Father ; For, in This Senſe, it 
is evident that the Vill of the Father doth not 
at all concur to the Emanation of the Son; 
nor is any more a Cauſe of it, than the Will 
of Man is of the Riſing of the Sun, or of the 
Fruitfulneſs of the Seaſons, which are meceſ- 
ſary in their natural Cauſes. and not contrary 
to, but agreeable to the Will of Man, Thas, 
even at firſt Sight, appears a moſt eluſive and 
t1ifling Equivocation, which an honeſt 2 
5 0 | WI 
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« ſimple Will of the Father; Tatian pag. 145. Ex quo, quand 
ipſe voluit, ſermo filius natus eſt : — - Quando Pater voluit , proce 
fit ex Patre; * the Word, which is the Son, was born of the Father 
at the gill of the Father; he was produced by rhe Father 
* at the Will of the Father, De Trinit. c. 31. Euſebius ſaith, 6 dit 
ng. Yvuuns EE ixay U T8 i e Eunndeis gag 0 

0s Vie dit Teng. that the Son, by the Intention and Wil 
of the Father, received his Subſiſtence, fo as to be the Image of 
the Father: For by his Will, did God become the Father of his 
* Son; ” Demonſt. Evang. Lib.” 4, c. 3. The Council of Sirmium is 
very peremptory in their Deciſjon of this Matter: ie u Js Nu. 
7 3% Taless yeyerig niyor Toy ui, dvb . O f 
Ciageis 6 - aTilg, d avd'y xns AN ον, we #4 iNN, 17 
nen d d a awe T ifexdin, x) Je dabſd du d qi 
ons dete; lt any one ſays, that the Son was begorten without 
* the Will of the Father, let him be Anathema. For the Father did 
e nor beget the Son by a phyſical Neceſſity of Nature, without the 
« Operation of his Will; But He at once willed and begat the * 
« Son from Himſelf;“ Angthem. 25. This is alſo the Senſe cf Hila- tbey c 
ry, Marius Victorinus, Baſil, Greg. Nyſſen ; as Dr Clarke hath ſneyau © 
at large: See his Scrip, Doc. Part 2. Notes on $. 17. 
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1 Unity of God. 


will be aſham'd of. And as to the vain Diſ- 
tin&ion of arbitrary Will: God the Father, as 
He is the moſt perfect, ſo he is the moſt free 
and arbitrary Being, tho* neceſſarily acting (viz. 
by a moral Neceſſity only) conſiſtent with his 
Attributes or Perfections. And if the Object- 
or means, that the Son was begotten by the 
Will of the Father acting under a moral Ne- 
ceſſity, to wit, that the Generation of the Son 
redounded moſt to the Glory of the Father; 
it is intelligible and reaſonable: If otherwiſe, 
I defire Him to explain Himſelf, and I will 
he return Him a diſtinct Anſwer.” | 


Whether the divine Titles and Attributes, Om- N. 4 
is} niſcience ; Ubiquity Cc, thoſe individual Clarke 
Attributes, can be communicated without the Reply, pag. 
1er 4 Eſſence, from which they are inſeparg- 230. 

in le? | 


If it be ask'd (as I think it is,) whether the . # 
individual Divine Attributes of the one ſu- 4. 
preme God, can be communicated without the 
individual Divine Nature in which they ſub- 
her MY {iſt ; tis readily anſwer d, No; Nor was ever 
her WW any one ſo abſurd as to affirm it. And Dr 
3 WF Clarke, in the 230th Page of his Replies refer d 
Fe, hath plainly ſhown us that individual At- 
of I tributes, Divine or not Divine, cannot poſh- 
his © bly be communicated at all: And therefore 
che Son of God hath not the individual Attri- 

„ butes of God the Father, any more than his 
individual Nature or Perſon; For then He 
i muſt be the Father, and the Father nothing at 
"wit all; Which is abſurd. | | 


the i) Whether, if they be not individually the ſame | 
lila. ¶ they can be any Thing more than a ant Raſem © 5h 
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blance of them, ing from them as finite 
— 19 - in what Senſe, and. ts frm 

Fruth, can tbe Dr pretend that 4 divine Pow- 
ers, except abiolute Supremacy and . 

dency, are comnumicated to the Son? , 


. 6th, + Whether every Being, beſides the ſupreme Being, 
* ee be a "rw and mite? And 
whether all Drume Powers can be communicated ta 


a n mfimte Frrfection, to a * 
Ing © 


Qs. ch. Whether, if the Dr means by Divine Powers, 
Powers given by God, (in the ſame Senſe as Ange- 
lIical Powers are divine Powers,) only in a bigher 
Degree than are given to other Beings z, it be not 
c equivocating and ſaying Nothing , nothing that 
can come up to the — of thoſe Texts Laſt-cited, 
or c theſe following? 


Neh. 9. 6. ' Thou, even Thou, Joh. 1. 3. "All Things were 
art Lad alone; thou haſt made made () by Him. 
Heaven, the Feaven of Heavens Col. 1; 16, 19. By Him wen 
with all their Hoſt, the Earth all Things created. IIe is 
and all Things that are therein, before all T hirgs, and by Him all 
the Seas &. Things conſiſt. 

Gen. 1. K the Beginning, Heb. 1, 10. Thou, Lord, in 
God created the Are and the te Beginning, haſt laid the Fout- 
Earth. 9 * duation of the Earth, and the Hes 

M r den ave the Work of thy * 
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An; "The" the "EN Attributes of the Sou, are 
Qu. 540, . voy ad hos ſame with thole of the Far 


ther; 


- 


+ gt " 7 4 , g 
5 * 7 1 
4 — 3 4 91 * 1 £ 
. TEST bk 4 "IF? 4.id « +. 4 « 
ww 
* * — — 


o * — — 


ä 


7 
(b) In all the Texts, wherein the World i is fad. to be created by 


Jetus Our iſt; ig is 10 the Drigiial; HA and 2, never d du 
or . See Fob tr; . 10. N 3, 9+ pe Cul, 1, 23% Heb. I, % * 


- * Dnity of God 8 5 5 
tber; yet they are more than faint Reſemblan- 5th, and 
ces: The Son, is the "Brightneſs of bis Fathers 7tb. 
Glory, and the expreſs Image of bis Perſon. As for 
their differing as finite and infinite; there can 
be but one intelligent Being, abſolutely infinite 

8 E 4 in 


yr — — — 


e Defenſe of Dr Clarke againſt Mr Nelſon's Friend, with 1 


4 . 
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56 Concerning ibe © 
- in all Reſpects (); And tho' I will not limit the 
Perfections of the Son of God, yet I ſay that 

bis Office and (Charatter doth not abſolutely in it 

ſelf require inſinite Powers; and herein I am 
willing to believe that the learned Objectot 


agrees ſpe 
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ſome Texts as nded by the Fathers, pag, 40, TY This is the 
Senſe of all Jatenicene Antiquity ; as appears by their unanimouſly = 


* 


aſſerting chat the 259% N [ the Word] did umugyoir, Umnes]eiv, da: 
x0761y, miniſter to the Father in the Creation of the World. So that y 


the Engliſh word, By, being ambiguous in the Texts alledged, bu Co: 
the Greek Ne being nor ſo ; this ought always to be taken Notice oi 80 
thoſe who cite them. Tis alſo remarkable; that (accord ing tc 
the Senſe of the fore · going Oiſtinction,) though Chriſt is frequently ask 
ſtil'd by the Ancients 7yyims and JSywvpy ds; , yet mme of te} 
aer is, (to the beſt of my Remembrance, ) always confined by then an 
to the Father only, | e 
(!) Abſolutely infinite in all Reſpefs. The Word, infinite, when _ 
taken abſolutely, and apply'd to the Divine Nature; generally figni the 
fies the incomprehenſible Manner of God's filling all Things; which Be: 
is called his Immenſiry, or Omnipreſence : And One infinite, in che Senſ be 
of immenſe, does not { by taking up all Space] exclude {| neceſſarily De 
another immenſe, any more than it excludes any finite, God hay . 


ing a Power of acting whereever He is, can produce Beings eve H1 
where without excluding Himſelf. For if a finite Being doth not al S801 
_ clude Him from a finite Place, tis plain that an infinite, that is, i un 


immenſe Being, cannot exclude him from infinite, that is from i ] 
menſe Place. So that perhaps ir is no ſuch abſolure Impoſſibility i Pa 
fome have thoupht ir, to ſuppoſe two diſtin immenſe Beings, T! the 
Impoſſability is, that there ſhould be, of the ſame Individual Nath we 
two Omnipreſent diftin Perſons or intelligent Agents: For ſo th the 
muſt neceſſarily coincide, and He but One Perfon only. But if th 

be of diſtin Natures, there ſeems to be no more Contradidion « con 
Impoſſibility, abſolutely in the Nature of Things, that there ſhoulh no! 
be two or more immenſe Subſtances, than two Rte Subſtances fillin or 
rhe ſame Space, as Spirit and Matter are ſuppoſed ro do, This o re 
ſervation (I humbly. think) is worthy rhe Conſideration of the Defe! Te 
ders of the vulgar ſcholaſtick Notion; becauſe it clears the Schent 8 
am ſpeaking of. { even tho' it ſhould be ſuppoſed to look upon A mi 
the Divine Perfons as being truly infinite or immenſe in their Natue'l nec 
from any Abſurdiry or Contradiction; but at the ſame Time, it io the 
their Notion, of three infinite or immenſe Perſons which they ſuppe Lor 


ro be Individually of the jame Nature, in the utmoſt Contuſion and l! 
poſſibility. 
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with me. When Dr Clarke ſaith, all B. 
une Powers, except -abſolute Supremacy and Inde- 
ndency, are communicated to the Son; He evi- 
dently means, all Divine Powers relating to 
his Character; all ſuch Powers as the Scripture 
ſpeaks of, and can be and are communicated. 
But I hope the learned Querift is ſo good a 
— | Philoſopher as to perceive, (tho' He doth not 

- | conſider it,) that Abſolute infinite Prfeſtions in- 
the clude and infer Supremacy and Independency. 
nl Therefore, when Dr Clarke excepted Suprema- 
half cy and Inde pendency, He plainly in Reaſon and 

bu Conſequence excepted abſointe infinite Powers. 
So that the Objector might well have ſpard 

asking in the 6th Querie, whether infinite Per- 

fection can be communicated to a finite Being; 

an evident Contradiction, and which ought 

not to have been put by one Scholar upon ano- 

ther. Whether every Being, beſides the ſupreme 

Being, muſt not neceſſarily be a Creature; ſhall 

be anſwer d to, preſently. In the mean While, 

Dr Clarke acknowledgeth, and I agree with 

Him, that the higheſt Things, are ſpoken of the 

Son in Scripture ; But ſure tis reaſonable to 
underftand thoſe bigheft Things, according to the 
plain Revelation, without carrying them fur- 
ther than the Scripture doth : And how can 
we know the Extent of them better, than by 
thoſe Offices to which they are revealed the 
conſequent Powers? But the learned Querift will 
not affirm, that either the Scripture ſpeaks of, 
or the Nature of the Offices of the Son of God 
requires, abſolutely infinite Perfections. The 
Texts by which thoſe Powers are to be deter- 
mined, are thoſe (rightly offered by the lear- + 
ned Queriſt,) which attribute the Creation of 
the World to God the Father, and alfo to the 
Lon of God; clearly reconciled, by compa; 


ring 


' N a 


| Concerning the 


we Ting them with Ephbef. 2, 9 God who created M 73 
Tat by Jen Chrift : and Heb. 1, 2. by ben rad 
alſo He made the World. The Son of God, js f 


nifeſtly the Father's Agent in the Creation of 

- the Univerſe, conſequently, is ſubordinate in 

Nature and Powers to Him. Then as to the 

| Extent of thoſe Powers exerciſed by the Son; 

in Subordination to the Will of the Father, iu 

the Work of Creation; Was the Extent of the. 

Powers then exerciſed infinite, tis evident the 

World muſt be infinite alſo; which is too. 
great an Abſurdity to be affirmed by any rea- I 

onable Perſon. | ; 


QU ER TES 


Built upon the Texts relating to 
the Creation. ; 


HET HER the Creator of all Thing I 7 
was not Himſelf uncreated, and there: ni 
Jews cold not be zig in wwny made out of No- 


, © Phether there can be any Middle, between be- 
— ang made out of Nothing, and out of Some: 
thing; that is, between out of nothing, and 
out of the Father's Subſtance ; between being 
eſſentially God, and being a Creature? 


Fad V bether conſequently the Son muſt not be 
either eſſentially God, or elſe a meer Creature 


Whether 


Unity of God. 59 

ö N Dr gon, or every mw 72 Qu. ach. 
al. Conſub antiality of e Son, 4s ur 

bon 4. 4 ; does not by Conſequence affirm the 

na. to be a Creature zg d %, and fo fall un- 


a bis own Cenſure, aud it ſelf-condemn d ? 

2 ; - | | 

the bether He alſo muſt not of Conſequence aſpym Qu. 5th. 
on; the Son, that there was a Tue when He 

mn: not, ſuce God muſt exiſt before the Creature. z 

Q- ul therefore is again ſelf-condemn d? And whe 


ber He does not equivocate ſhamefully in ſay- 
elſewhere, het the ſecond Perſon bas — 
ays with the Pirſt, and that there has been 
Time when He was not ſo? And laſtly, whe- 
ber it he not a vain and weak Attempt, to pretend 
trim between the Orthodox and the Arians, 
WF to carry the Son's Divinity in the leaſt higher 

han the Arians did, without taking in the Con- 
| bſtantiality ? 


Theſe five Queries (which are alſo the , fo 
tength of what Ds Wells has alledged in his. 7 9 
Book; ) and others of the like Kind, are 23d 5:6. 
at moſt, but Arguments ad Ignorantiam, 

r Verecundiam; to put us upon determining 
Things, on either Side, not clearly revealed, 

which ſome are ready to catch at, in Order 

Per a Pretence of Cenſure.) However, I will 

nſwer, as far as I think it reafonable to 

e requir'd of me. Premiſing Ibis only, 

hat the Queſtion might in the very ſame 
anner be put Thus, (for Example:) Can there 
any Middle, between begotten and unbegotten ? 
Undoubtedly there cannot : Nevertheleſs, e- 
ery one plainly ſees how unreaſonable a 
onſequence it would be to infer, that every 
hing which can by no means be ſaid to be be» 
otten, is therefore wnbegetten, in the ſeme 


_ Concerning tbe | 
| Senſe as God is unbegotten. This being pj 
miſed; I anſwer, Firſt: That the Creator oi 
all Things muſt be bimſelf uncreated, is an un D; 
voidable Conſequence in Reaſon. If thereforlff;; ; 
the Scripture-Senſe, be the true and only prope 

Senſe of the word Creature; to wit, the viſibl 
and inviſible Worlds, brought into Being þ 
the Power of the 15 or Son of 


Subordination to the Will and Power wo 
Father; then tis manifeſt, that the a5yos whi | 


thus created them, muſt (whatever is thei: 
Nature of his own Production or Generation, ) be 
in this Way of ſpeaking, uncreated: And it i 
(I think) for this Realen. that the Scripture 
never ſay that He is created; tho' it muſthy 
confeſs'd, on the other Hand, that they neve 
ſay that He is uncreated. If the learned Querift 
hath any Thing to obje& againſt This Notion 
of Creature, reveal'd in the Scipture, I will. 
conſider it: If He hath not, then it muſt be 
confeſs'd that Dr Clarke hath Reaſon (notwith- 
ftanding any Philoſophy and vain Deceit of th 
School-Metaphyſic ks, ) to trim (if I may hereuſ 
the Language of the learned Objector) betwirt 
the Orthodox and the Arians. I will only (with 
Submiſſion) give the learned Objector one Cam 
tion, viz. not to ſay, or attempt to prove, that I; 
every Being that is derjv'd, muſt be for That 
Reaſon a Creature; For ſo even his own Notion, 
(ſince he cannot deny but the Son is generated, 
I. e. deriv'd,) will "Aur the Ariaus. As to 
what follows in the Queries; that either the 
Son of God muſt be the individual Subſtance of 
the Father, or elſe U U % with the 4rians: 
anſwer ; if both Scripture and Reaſon clearly 
demonſtrate, that the Son is not the individual 
Subſtance of the Father ; who muſt look to 
that Conſequence, if it was One? For my * 
ö . am 


| Dnity of God, 
am convinced that the Son is not the individual 
. fance of the Father, and, if it was a true 
Pirmin, that he muft eith 
ie en e, it would indeed follow that the 
Liam Doctrine was true. But I ſee u Neceſſity 
to acknowledge the Certainty of the Dijunction. 
The Nicene Fathers thought the Son to be, 
Ireither the dc '77 walejs, the Subſtance of the 
Father. nor ik «x my; but Ex This Sola; vx. n- 
ws , from the Subſtance of the Father. Indeed, 
in general, I dare not poſitively determine 
chat God produced all Things or any Thing 
ſſtrictly and K ſpeaking,) out of 
Nothing. How God brings Beings 1 
Exiſtence, we know not ; becauſe we know 
not their Eſſences : Or whether it be a Contra- 
dition. to predicate Exiſtence of them, before 
there coming into that State which they now 
xe in, and which we call their Creation; we 
know not. So that here again (I think) Dr 
uke juſtly trims betwixt the ſcholaſtick Or- 
thodox and the Arians. Laſtly; that God 
uld eternally act, that is, could in any Point 
ff Duration of his own Exiftence exerciſe his 
ternal Power and Will in producing Beings, 
mot be denied; and therefore Beings diſ- 


0 be eternal, as far as we are able to reaſon 
bout Eternity; (I mean, as it is a Negative 
Idea ;) ſo that we cannot conceive Time when 
they were not, Hence alſo (I think) Dr Clarke 
ay trim betwixt the Arians and the ſcholaſtick 


ternally generate or produce his own Individual 
ubſtauce, is the greateſt Abſurdity and Con- 
adiction in the World; and therefore, I truſt, 
hen ſeriouſly and calmly thought on, will 
e rejected by the learned and impartial 1 4 
| riſt, 


er be ſuch, or elſe 


ngs into real 
u 


tinct from the one ſupreme God, may be ſaid 


Ortbodox. But to ſay that God did or could 
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__  Conterning'the | 
viſt. For if there be a Commrnication, ue (ir 
duction, Generation, or whatever ehe . t 
call it, of Subſtance or Being, from the c 


t 
nfm 
ſupreme Cauſe; it muſt neceſfarily be e bo 
ors W f diſtind from that one Mr C01 
Cauſe; otherwiſe it muſt communicate or nt, 
nerate it ſelf, which is in Reality no Comm 
nication or Generation at all. Hence it e 
dently follows, that if there can be an eten 
Generation, it muſt be in the Senſe of Dy Clarkh 
to wit, of a diftin# ſubordinate Being : Othath 
wiſe the Defenders of the walgar ſcholafil 
Notion, only amuſe us with Jargon, wit 
they tell us of eternal Generation; and n 
mean, after all, one eternal Being or Peril 
ſubſiſting under three diſtinct Names, Mol 
or Attri z which is deep Sabelſianiſim, 
a late Author hath clearly pro vd againft 


ee on 
Me. Therefore it was not candidly af af 
whether Dr Clarke doth not equĩvocate ſhameful : 


in ſaying that the ſecond Divine Perſon A 
exiſted with the Firft, at the ſame Time maki 
Him a diftm# individual Being? The Doll 

{poke as became a modeſt and a reaſona vi 
Man; And when the Defenders of the vulg 
Jebolaftick Notion , uſe: the fame Language 
another Senſe, they are confus'd and unintel 
gible, neither conſiſtent with Scripture, n 
Reaſon, nor with themſelves. Truly 1 thin 
it full as proper and ſincere a Way of ſpeakinhi 
even with Reſpect to eternal Exiſtence, toi 
that the Son was begotten eternally by tl 
eternal Power and Will of the Father, a dif 
individual Being; as to ſay, that there was! 
eternal neceſſary Generation or Communicat 
of the one individual Subſtance of the Father! 
and to the Son. This latter Way of ſpeak! 
(with Submiſhon) no more proves the Son! 


Unity of Go. 
e (in the ſtrict Metapbhyſc al Senſe) abſolutely eter- 
4. 0 than the — — (us 1 have proved) 
afnitely more abſurd! Can the ſame Nature 
e both Uubegotten in the Father, and generated 
r communicated in the Son; at the ſame In- 
at, or without beginning to be generated or 
Ty vg mea" Does ergy ge of Fe 
ion imply a Begiming of ſomething to be what 
mt was fork let the Canſe be what it will; 
r the Sub ſtance generated, what it vill? Is there 
ot therefore exactly the ſame Ground to in- 
from the vulgar Scholaſtick Notion, that the 
Won had a Begimmmpg, and that there was Dura- 
on before he was; as there is to infer any ſuch 
ning from Dr Clarke's Notion? And ſo, do not 
ohe Defenders of the vulgar Explication, who 
„old eternal Generation, tho of the Subſtance of 
Me one God; as much fall under the Cenſure 
SKEW affirming that there was a Time when the Son of 
a as not, as Dy Clarke doth? And do they 
(loot as much equiyocate, and are as much ſelt- 
N ndemmed, as Dr Clarke is? Their ſaying for 
W emſelves, that they hold the Son to be of one 
naldv:dual Subſtance with the Father, which Sub- 
ice is withont Beginning; only ſhews, that 
ge Why Thametnlly contradict Themſelves by 
ntelitrming at the ſame time that He is begotten: 
„bath a Beginning; but mends not the Matter 
thut all in the Argument. For, be That as it 
kill ; if the Generation or Communication of 
to lie one Divine Subſtance, be the Production 
y the Son, (as is confeſs d by the Defenders 
dre the vulgar Scholsſtick Nation ;) then, 
vas Wo the Divine Subſtance be (as Selt-exiſt- 
att) without Beginning, in which Senſe it is 
her We Perſon of the Father; yet as generated in 
aki Production of the Son, it muſt have a Be- 
Son! gnmng © 


ec. 
} 1 
1 
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can ie Ic 
ming: And conſequently, tho there net 

c — 5 Time when the Father or Self-exiftent Su 
fance was not; yet, in theſe Mens Way d 
arguing, there muſt have been a Time wha C( 
the Son or Generated Divine Subſtance was not e 
It can never be truly ſaĩd, but that God coul 
as much eternally produce Beings diſtinct tron 
Himſelf, by an Act of his Vill; as g 
of his own individual Subſtance. So that it} 
Defenders of the vulgar ſcholafick Notimi full 
in condemning Dr Clarke, are evidently SelfWthe 1 
condemned ; and infinitely abſurd into the Bai 
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Of the Generation of the Son of God 
the Only · begotten of the Father. Fe 
—18.— Ide only-begotten Son, which is in the Boſome 
the Father. | | A Wo 


5, 17, — My Father worketh hitherto, and I work." 
—18.—Said that God was his Father C eg, k 


bis own or proper N making himſelf equal with God, ; 4 
3, 16. For God fo loved the World, that he cc Wife! of 

only-begotten Son. . a. 
Coloſ. 1, 15.— The fir ſt. born of every Creaturs- Sub 
Heb. 1, 2. Hath in theſe laſt Days ſpoken unto us on 

his Son, whom He hath appointed Heir of all Things: "oF 


5. For unto which of the Angels ſaid He at any Ting. 
Thou art my Son, this Day bave J begotten Thee? . de 
again, I will be to Him a Father, and he ſhall be to oy | 

Son. | 2 
26. Ind again, when He bringeth in the Firſl»begotten ff D 
7 _ World, He ſaith, and let all the Angels of God wi ( db 
Þ im. = | 
8. But unto the Son He ſaith, Thy Throne, O God» WI, 

I Joh. 4, 9. In this was manifeſted the Love of 6 0 ll 
towards us, becauſe that God ſent his only-begotten Son gy He 
the World. | 
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een 
tior HE fore-going Texts, and the following 
4} Queries drawn from them, contain the 
null Strength of all the Arguments offer d b). 
| Dy 
Sei che Defenders of the vulgar ſcholaſtick Notion, 
dato prove that the Individual Conſubſtantiality of 
che Son of God with the Futber, is infer d from 
his Generation. And indeed the extraordinary 
ind ineffable Generation, by which He is above 
all. Others moſt properly and emphatically 
the Son of God; was moſt ſtrongly urg d 
the Ancients “ for the Proof of his real Su 
tence. and Divinity. And I really think = 
re een 1 5:20 
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ſay of the Son of God; 2 voor, dM eg x; Umdon 02 dr, 
bw U © that He is God, = being merely 5 Boo g bur by his 
Subſtance and real; Perſonal Subſi ſtence, as being the Son of God. 
and Nqvatian ? Ybenim preſcripfit ipſe Natura hominem creden- 
tum, qui ex homme ſit; ita eadem Natura præſcripſit Deum cre- 
lendum eſſe, qui ex Deo ſit ; © as by the Law of Nature He is to 
Abe eſteem'd à Man, who is of Man; ſo by the fame Law of Na- 
1 ture, He is to: be eſteem'd a God, who is of God :Die Trinit. 
th 11. Again. Su mode enim, ego C Pater unum ſumus, ſi non && 
ten Met Deus & Filius qui idcirco unum poteſt dici, dum ex ipſo et, 
5 dum filius ejus eft, c dum ex ipſo naſcitur, dum ex ipſo pro- 
ſhe reperitur, per quod ( Deus eft : © How can That ſaying be 
1. . due, 7 and my Fatber are one, if he is net both God and Son? 
F. Who therefore may be ſaid to be one [wich the Father, ] becauſe 
He is from Him, is His Son, is born of Him, came forth from Him, 
on which Acconnt He is God alſo: “ cap. 23. And Fuſebius : x; 
I %, Wie tuner dr fn v x, aud dd Bede, 28 fad per Au- evo! 28 
O Wis. 94% N oro ar_Xenmalizay, ©* And all this may be the Rea - 
ſon why He [ Chriſt ) alſo is God, becauſe he only is the don of God 


- by Nature, and call'd only begocten , ” Demonſt, Evang. pag. 227. 


* The Council ot Ant ioch, in their Epiſtle to Paulus, Samoſatenus, 


0 
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the Scriptures. do not afford any firongy 


Argu WIT or 92 . hat yy X 
prov n t 18. 
Iberer chu ik fre of Jeſis bein 


the Sono 45 <4 declared in wy tures 
1 that the ents awn IN 
thence, to prove his Wade on ſub ſtantial 
with God the Father, are eee unco 
. [4 Le ie tba 
Tis jw Th that the above-mentioned : | 
ures, Wit + @tNers, Prove Jeſus Chr 
the Son of Go gere more extra 
dinary Manner than any other Perſon ever n 
or can be: But it doth not appear; that tho 
2 or any others herein he 1s ſtile 
of God or Only-begotten-&c have any 1 
Jation to the the Production of his Metaphyſical Ne 
Exiſfence. Whatever is the Metaph 


Gol 
al 


al Eflence or Subſtance of the Son of G 
or after whatever manner He came into Being 
whether by Production, Generation, Speak 
= orth, een Emanation, (about which Lal 

th Ancients and Mcderns have puzzled ka 

confounded and contradicted T enfetves.a 
one another ;) it concerns not Us, nor 18 1 

vealed to us. The true and [I think] on 

— of the Scrip tute's ſo frequently calling** 
| 8 the Son 7 God, is, that He I 

e Perſon to whom the Futber originally gow! 
to bave Life in Himſelf, in what Manner ſoevaſ 

That was; and who, in the Fulneſs ot Time, 
was, by the Power of God, born of a Vu 
ry ahi after That, begotten again by tho 

eſurrection from the Dead, \4A#s 13, 33 

is appointed by God to be the Heir o 
Things, the Meſſias, King, Saviour and Tads ge 
of the World. Chriſt or ee, and the Seng 
of God, were always underftood by the Jer 
to be Synonymous- Expreſſions. Nothing ! 
more 


of... the Son of Gad. 
M more clear than This, in Scripture. Mat. .16, 
4 . Peter anſwered; and ſaid, thou. art 
* Chriſt the Son bf the living God. ſoh. 1, 495 
ind Rabbi, thou ay the Son God, thou q t the King 
Iſrael, oh, 11, .27, Lerk, ea believe that 
ts th ri the Souof at. 26, 63, 1 
ore the e by 244 Gets ov | us whether thoy 
be the Chriff bebo fa. w 22,70, Alf 
ben they 16. od? Wiz is evidently 
Ml the ſame with 4-4 which they asked, 55 67 


Ml 4rtthou the n the Son of, the 1 5 e 4558 g, 


20, And ftraig be ry Chraſt in 
f dagger that heb the Sau of God. Ale 20, 
* believe 


5 that Jain is the : Chriſt, the Sen of 050 HEN 


n alar Accounts;he is ſtil'd the Son af God, 
l plainly relate fall jo the Office of Meſſiaz. 
K. 4 35, The pol Goof, Pe Hall come upon 
ee, 4 the N wer of beſt ſhall over- 
| . thee. erefore. ao that Holy Thing 72 1 
| hell be barn 2 Hall be called the Sox 
eſſias; who was foretold that 


that is the 
Ii be ſhould be born and become incarnate after 
thell this extraordinary Manner, . Iſai. 7, 14. Hep 
dad to be begotten of God, when he. raiſe 
um from the > Dead, Acts, 13, 33; God batb 
fulfilled the ; Jane, unto us their Children, in that be 
bath rai up F-Jus again, as it is alſo written 
in the ot J Pam, Far. oak my Son, this Day 
bave begotten Thee , par'd with Rom. 1. 
4, , eclar d to be the 86 Son 5 God with Power, 


rection from the Dead. Col. 1, 18, who is the 


I, 5» 


At thou. = Chriſt ? Compare Mark 14 3 


od: N And upon God.) th Other Tt | 
ey | 


according to the Spiri it of a by the Reſun- 
Beginning, the Fir ſ-born from the Dead. Rev. 
F 2 


7 


58 


mate and make the Fews underſtand that H 


anointed with the Holy Ghoſt and with Powe! 


an Accufation againſt him from his'Words 
maliciouſſy inſinuated that He made Hine 


LEN n 

Of* the Generation 
1, 5, The Firſt-begotten of the Dead. Here apa 
the Son of 800 A0 Meſfas, proved to dei 
dy his Reſurrection from the Bead according 
to the Prophecies concerning him. And Tha 
Meaning of the Term Son of God, is nolek 
evident in all the Texts alledged above % 
the Head of this Argument, being the exp 
e Notes of the Meftas. In vain cee 
are the two Places, Joh. 5, 18; 10, 33 
ſo frequently urged by the Defenders of the 
vulgar School - notion, to prove Chriſt, as the 
Son of God, to be Himſell (5 8435) God in the 
higheſt Senſe, and Individually Conſabſtantidl 
with the Father: it being plain Las Dr Clarks 
hath excellently proved in his Anſwer to Mii 
Nelſon's Friend, Numb. 23, 25, 26, ] that all 
our. Lord meant by tiling Himſelf ſo er 
Jay the Son of God, or by ſaying that 

od was His Father (s mie us,) was to inti 


om! 
hat | 


was the promiſed Meftas : Being not willing 
to declare it in expreſs Words, that theſhove 
might have no Pretence thereby to take awa 
his Life; but to ſhew it by the Miracles which 
He wrovght, which were a ſufficient Teſtimony. 
that He was the Son of God, ſan@ify'd and ſen 
into the World, Joh. 10, 36 ; whom God bad 


As 10, 38; that is, that He was the Meſiu 
The Fews perceiving his Meaning, but nt 
believing him, nor yet knowing how to lg 


God, Joh. 10, 33; and equal with God, JOS 
5, 18. Our Saviour, in Anſwer, removes the 
Charge of aſſuming Equality with God; D/fninio; 
telling them, that tho he was the Son of Godpccord 


yet that the Son can do nothing of Himſelf, c 1 Feb 
l of * 


of the Son of God 69 
n be ſeeth the Father do, ver. 19: That the. 
ain Father loveth the Son, and ſheweth him all Things 
2 himſelf doth, ver. 20: That the Father bath 
meg mitted all Fudgment to the Son, ver. 22; 
That be ſeeketh not bis own Will, but the Will 
f the Father which ſent him, ver. 20: That 
e Works which He doth, bear Witneſs of 
Jin that the Father bath ſent him, ver. 36. 
oeFro the Other Accuſation, of making himſelf God, 
eb. 10, 234 hereplys, not that he was (5 043,) 
od Himſelf, but that he was really ſent by 
he Father, ſpake in bis Name, and worked. 
by bis Power : Many good Works have I ſhew d 
ou from my Father, ver. 32. ——ſent (by the 
Father) into the World, ver. 36, In Both In, 
ances he confuted their Calumnies, and 
rov'd that he was what he pretended to he, 
he Son of God or the Meſtas, inveſted with 
he Power and Authority of God. In vain al- 
01s that Text, Col. 1, 15, (wherein Cbrif is 
by 


2 


tiled the Firſt- born of every Creature, ) urg 
he Arians and Socinians on one Hand, to 
rove the Son of God to be a Creature; and 
the Defenders of the Vulgar Scholaſtick 
otion on the other Hand, to prove him to 
e begotten of God by a neceſſarily eternal Gene · 
ation, For though it is evidently true, * 
e was with God before the Creation of 
Ihings, in what manner ſoever He himſelf 
s produced; yet the Senſe which the late 
ot excellent Primate, Arch-biſhop Tillotſon, 
gives of this Place, (viz, that Chriſt is called 
be Firſt-born of every Creature, chietly as being 
he Heir or Lord of all Things,)'1s moſt clear 
ind agreeable to the Analogy of Scripture, 
is, amongſt the Fews,- Principality and Do- 
minion went along with the Primogeniture, ac- 
cording to the Words, the Kingdom gave He 
0 Feboram, becauſe he was the Firſt-born, 2 Chrou. 
8 21, 3 


hut 
ha 
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" 21, 33 fo the Title Firf-born came in comma 

Uſe to ſignify That Dominion: Wherefore G 
faith of David, Pal: 89, 28, T will make Hi 
my W 7. e. the Ruler of my: People; 
the Words preceeding and following plain| 
ſhow. In ver. 26, God faith, I will ſeth 
Dominion alſo in the Sea, and bis tight Hand 
the Floods ,, and therefore v. 27, be ſhall call me 
Thou at my Father : And it follows in th 
latter Part of v. 28, that He David] ſhall h 
wade higher than the Kings of the Earth; an 7" 
. 2O, that bis Throne (ſhall be) as the Dy 
of Heaven, Here David. being the moſt en © ,* 
nent Type of the Meſhas, is inveſted wit 
That Title of Honour which is peculiar to Hh 
who was to be the Prince of the Kings of tl 
Earth, Rev. 1, 5; and to have a Name vn 
ten, King of Kings, and Lord of Lords, Rev. ii 
16. Secondly, this Senſe of the Words is ye 
more evident, becauſe the Paſſage is exadl 
arallel to what the ſame Apoſtle faith, Hi 
L 2, that the Son of God is appointed Heir 
all Things. The Word Heir, hath not on 
the full Import of Firſt- born, as the imm 
diate Conſequent of it ; but expreſſeth alſo t 
Dignity and Rule which always followed t 
Inheritance or Primogeniture; And there 
in the Senſe, not only of the the Fews, but 
the Heathens and the ancient Chriſtians all 
to be Heir was the ſame as to be f Lord. Th 
Pſalmiſt, propheſying of Chrift, faith, H. 
5. 7, Thon art my Son, this Day have J begott 
Thee ; fore-telling in theſe Words, that þ 
f ; . 1 | | , N 1 Me 14 


3 - — ma WY . = 1 © < 4 
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+ Juſtinian ſaith; pro Herede ſe gerere, eſt pro Domino geren 
veleres erim Heredes pro Dominis aptellabant; * To a@as an 1 
« js to act as Lord; for the Ancients us d the Word Heir for . 
* Lords” Juſtinian Inſtitut, Lib. 2. Tit. 19. §. 6. See Dr With 
Comment. on Cel. 1. 15. : 


Firft-born from the Dead, Col: 1, 18, the Heir 
or Lord of all Things: For in Verſe the ſixth, 
he calls him Ning; - Jet have 1010 Eu A- 
ly, anoimted] my King upon my hol) Hill of Sion: 
And in *. he b that God would groe 
bim the Heathen for bis Inheritance, and the ut- 
moſt Parts of the Earth for his Poſſeſſion ; that is, 
chat all Nations ſhould be made ſubject to his 
Dominion. For, to be Heir, or to inherit, in 
che Fewi/h Phraſe, is (as I obſerv d) to be Lord 
or to rule. Thus Hal. 82; 8; Ariſe, O Gold, 
Nad judge thou the Earth, for thou ſhalt take all 
che Heathen [or all Nations | to thime Inheri- 
4-8 tance, i, e. Thou ſhalt have the Soveraignty 

and Government of them. Fer. 49; 1, 2, 
Hath Iſrael no Sous? bath he no Heir, | i. e. Ru- 
ler 2] Why then doth their King | the King of the 
Anmonites] inherit, i e. rule mm Gad? — Then 
ll Iſrael be Heir, 1, e. Ruler, unto them that 
vere his Heirs, i. e. his Rulers, ſaith the Lord, 
And that the Dominion and Preeminence of 
Am! Chriſt over all Creatures, is fignify'd by this 
- 1M Phraſe ; appears further, Thirdly, from all 
3 8 thoſe other Places wherein he is ſtiled the Fi- 
born; Which plainly relate, not to the Pro- 
duction or Generation of his Nature before all 
Worlds, but to his Birth to, or Inheritance of, 
the mediatorial Kingdom of the Meſs; into the 
full Poſſeſſion of which, he was inveſted at 
„his Reſurrection from the Dead, upon Account 
of his becoming Man, and redeeming us by 
Ihis meritorious Sufferings for us. In (ol. 1, 

18, He is ca) d the Firſfborn from the Dead; 
and the Import or Reaſon follows, that in all 
Things [over the Dead as well as the Living] 
n be mie ht have the Prebeminence , or, as the ſame 
fel Apcitle more fully expreſſeth it, Rom. 14, e, 
ö „% ᷑ 


immediately adds, and the Prince of the King 
of the Earth, ' Laſtly; St Paul introduceth God 
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Dat be might be Lord both of the Dead and Livin, 
And when St John had called him, Rev. 1; 5, 


the Firſt-begotten (or Firſt-born) of the Dead; he 


ſpeaking by his Prophet, Heb. 1, 6, And g. 


gain, when He bringeth in the Firſt-begotten | or 


Firſt- born] into the World, He ſaith, And let al 
the Angels of God worſhip Him : This being the 
Explication of the fourth and fifth Verſes pre 
ceding, (wherein the Son of God is {aid to be 
made ſo much better than the Angels, as be bath 


by Inheritance obtain'd a more excellent Name than; 


they; For unto which of the Angels ſaid He af 
any Time, I bon art my Son, this Day have I be 
gotten Thee ?) it muſt be ſpoken of the Meſhas 
anveſted with univerſal Power and Dominion 
after his Reſurrection from the Dead; the 
Words of the 5th Verſe, Thou art my Son, thy 
Day have I begotten Thee, | which have the Im- 
port of Firſt-born, and are a Prophecy of the 
Kingdom of the Meſhas, as I before oblerv'd,] 
being twice apply'd to his Reſurrection by the 
ſame Apoſtle, Ads 13, 33, and Heb. 5, 5. 
Therefore the ſixth Verſe ſhould be render 

as Dr Yhitby obſerves, and as is more agrea: 

le to the Greek, 3my SS may 6i2nza yy | And 
when be bringeth again the Firſt-begotten (from the 
Dead, Col. 1, 18; Rev. 1, 5, ) into the 
World, He ſaith, And let all the Angels of Gol 
worſhip Him, So that the Title of Fir Horn of 
every Creature, Col. 1, 15; the being ſaid to be 
appointed Heir of all Things, Heb. 1, 2 z to have 
by Inheritance obtain'd a more excellent Name that 
the Angels, who are made ſubject to his Do- 
minion, v. 4, 5, 6; to ſit down on the right 


Hand of the Majeſty on higb ; to have a Throw I Thi 


and Kingdom, and be ſtil'd God, p. 3, 8; 1 


4? 
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| Head orgy all Things to the Church, Erh. T1 


* e 7 * „ 
of the Son of God. 
All evident Tokens of Jeſus being the Meftas, 


or That Son of Man, of whom Daniel had pro- 
pheſied ch. 7; 13, 14, 1 faw in the Night Vi- 


fons, and be bold one like the Son of Man came 
with the Clouds of Heaven, and came to the An- 
cient of Days [to God the Father, | and thay 


brought him near before Him; and there was 


given Him Dominion and Glory and a Kingdom, 
that all mm Nations and Languages ſhould 
ſerve him; bis Dominion is an everlaſting Domi- 
on which ſhall not paſs away, and his Kingdom 
that which ſhall not be deſtroyed and whom Iſa- 


1ab foretold, ch. 9, 6; Unto ns'a Chi d is born, 


into us a Son is given, and the Government ſhall 
be upon bis Shoulders; And his Name ſhall be 
called Wonderfull, Counſellor, the mighty God [or, 
a mighty God, ] the everlaſting Father | or, more 
truly, according to the Heb. and LXXII, 


the Father of the Age to come, viz. the Age of 


the Meiſias,] the Prince of Peace, All which, 
were fulfilled in our Lord after his Reſurrecti- 
on from the Dead. Then, all Power was given 
him both in Heaven and Earth, Mat. 28, 18; 
Then, God | the Father | highly exalted him, 
and gave him a Name which is above every Name, 
that at the Name of Feſus every Knee ſhould bow, 
[all Things ſhould be ſubje& to his Domi- 


nion, J of Things in Heaven, and Things in Earth, 


and Things under the Earth, and that every Tongue 
ſhould confeſs that Feſus Chriſt is Lord, to the 
Glory of God the Father, Phil. 2; 9, 10, IT. 
Then, God ſet bim at his own right Hand in the 
Heavenly Places, for above all Principality and 
Power, and Might and Dominion, 

Name that is nam d, mot only in this World, 
but in that which is to cone; and bath put all 
Things under bis Feet, and gave Him to be the 


205 


and ever * 
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of the Generation - | 
26," 21,22, Then, He went into Heavy 
and is on the right Hand of God; (Angels, an 
Authorities, and Powers, being made ſubje& u. 
to Him, 1 Pet. 3, 22. It was neither upon 
Account of the Excellence of his inetaphyſicd 
Mature, nor the Ad of Creation itſelt, that 
Angels and even all created Beings were thus 
made ſubject unto Him; but this Dominiby 
was the Royalty of his Kingdom as Meſlias, 
to which he received the ſolemn Inauguration 
at his Reſurre&ion from the Dead: Then it 
was, that God the Father put him in the 
full Poſſeſſion of all Things which were a+ 
ated by Him and for Him, Col. 1, 16. Thus 
(think) it is proved that the Titles of Son 
God, Firſt-born 8c, ſo frequently aſcrib'd in 
Scripture to our Lord Feſus Chriſt, do not re: 
late to the Production of his metaphyſical Nx 
tue (how divine ſoever,) but to his Inveſtitur 
nin the Office of Meſtas or Heir of all Things, unde 
various Notes or Characters. Whatever Relation 
He may bear to God with regard to the incom 
prehenſible Dignity of his m-taphyſical Natur, 
whether as Son, or perhaps ſome other to 1 
altogether unknown Name; (which may poſ 
4ibly be the Meaning of St Jon, when Ht 
faith, Rev. 19, 12, that He had a Name wnit 
ten, that no one knew but He Himſelf :) It wa 
his Miſion from God the Father into the World © 
his being born of a Virgin, his being anon + x 
ed, or ſanctiſed by the Holy Ghoſt, and inv Sui 
ed with divine Authority for the Office of MW * #* 
ſias; and the Power and Dominion which God 
gave Him as Heir of all Things, tor the full Inv. 
Accompliſhment of This high Office, when} is (a: 
he begat him again (Ad 12, 23,) by the N d 2 
ſurrection from the Dead and Aſcenſion into ying 
Heaven; Theſe, I ſay, were the Things, by (the e 


which He became, in the Scripture-ſenſe, the K 
Son ? 


- 


of the Sos of Gol. 75 
Son of God with Power, Nom. 1, 4, in a high- 
er Manner than any other Perſon. And 
Angels and Men are called the Sons of God, 
and Gods, upon Account of their Offices and 
the Exerciſe of divine Authority; yet is Fefus 
Chrift alone the Only-begotten of the Father, as 
having a far more excellent Office, to which 
He was endow'd with the Power of the Holy 
Ghoſt above Meaſure; and for the Execution 
of which, He is inveſted with univerſal Power 
aud Domimon, and ſo is become (in Subordi- 
nation to the Father, ) over all (both Men and 
Angels) God bleſſed for ever. This Power and 
Dominion, to which Chriſt is advanc'd at the 
right Hand of God, is not only the higheſt 
character and Prerogative of his Sonſbip ſpoken 
of in Scripture; but is the Foundation of his 
Perſunal Godbead and Adoration, And hence 
[as Dr Clarke hath moſt admirably obſery'd} 
ve may learn the Reaſon, why the Holy Ghoſt, 
tho" a divine Perſon, of ineffuble Dignity and 
perfection; is yet never called God or Lord 
and I will add 1 Son] in Scripture; becauſe 
He is never repreſented as the Heir of a King- 
tom, © fitting on a Throne, and exerciſing 
* ſupreme Dominion, but always as execu- 
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{I add, Son; becauſe I have proved That Title, as applyed to our 
Saviour, ro be ſynonymous ro Meſſias, and to have the ſame Import 
as Heir of all Things, or Lord; ex reſfing, not ſo much che Production 
ot his Nature, as the Dominion of his Perſon: And for this Reaſon 
alſo probabiy it is, that the Holy Gboſt is never worſhipped with direct 
Invocat ion in Scripture; becauſe He hath no Ferſonal Dominion, which 
5 (as I obferv'd ) the Foundation of dire& Adoration , but He always 
= as as the Meſſenger and Repreſentative ol the Son, execuring his Will 
and exercifing his Power; according to the Words of our Saviour 
Himſelf, Job. 16; 7, 13, 14, —But if I depart, Iwill ſend Him 
[the Comforter, or Holy G hoſt] unto you. — He ſhall not ſrea l of Him- 
Kl, but whatſoever He ſhall hear, that ſhall he ſpeak. — He ſhall No- 
rity Me, for he ſhall receive of Mine, | 


- _ Of" the Generation 
ting the Will of the Father and, of the Son; 
<« in the Adminiſtration of the Government af 
e the Church of God: See Serip. Dock. pag. 
296, 297. What Foundation there is in 
Scripture for our Belief of the Exiſtence of the 


Son of God before all Worlds, cannot (I thank), 
be ſhown from the Paſſages ſpeaking ot hig 


Generation, or of his being the Firſt-born, and 
only-begatten Son of God.; theſe bein clea 

aſcribed to him on other Accounts. But yet 
It may undoubtedly, be proved from many 
other. laces , ſee Job. 1; 1, 3, 10» 173 
5, 24. 1 Cor. 8, 6. Epbeſ. 3, 9. Col.. 1; 
14, 17. Heb. 1; 2, 10, So that on This Acv 
count alſo, (tho? the Scriptures are ſilent in the 
Matter, as not relating to u,) we may well 


and reaſonably ſtile Jeſus Chrift the only-begot- 


ten Son or Word; there being no better or pro- 
Phraſe whereby we can expreſs the incom- 
rehenſible Poduction of his Nature or Subſtance 
ore all Worlds by the immediate Power and 
Will of God the Father Himſelf, and alſo his 
ineffable Relation and intimate Union with 
God the Father. But from what hath been 
faid 1 conclude, that the Arguments drawn 
m Scripture to prove ſuch a proper and eſ 
ſential Generation of the Son of God from 
Eternity, as makes Him. one Individual Sub- 
flance with God the Father, . muſt needs be 
groundleſs and unconclufive; becauſe it does 
not appear that the Scriptures, tho' they ful- 
ly aſſert his Exiftence before all Things or Beings, 

| apply Generation either to the Term or Nature 

of his Exiſtence: And if they did, (which we 
may well allow without dire& Proof,) yet it 
would be impoſſible to conclude by Reaſon 
that ſuch a Generation was the Production : 


ry. 
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Whether, accor 
tioned, the Titles of Son of God, Only: begotten, 
pirſt· begotten or Firſt- born, and the Relation to 
God as his on or proper Father n 100. 3 
and being file un Account of this Sonſbip, Heir 
of all Things, and God; do not prove Jeſus 
Chrift to be the proper, natural, or eſſential Son 
eb e e 


7 


he $idfoidnal" Subſtance of God the Father, in 


din to the Texts | above-men-W. 


1ſt. 


Vbetber Jeſus Chriſt can be the proper, naty-W. 2d. 


ral or eſſential S of God, without being of one 
ad the ſame motapbyſcal Subſtance or Eſſence with 
God his Father; fmce we have no firi@ and pro- 
per Meaning of a Son, other than of that which 
partak#s of the Purents Subſtance, and ſo is of the 
me Nature, and equal to it? Whether there- 
me it doth not hence follow, that, unleſt the Son 
of God be metaphbyſically conſubſtantial, or of one 
individual Subſtance, ¶ fmce the divine Subſtance 
5 uncompounded and abſolitely indiviſible, with 
God the Father; be cannot be his Son in the bigh- 
and proper Senſe of Sonſbip, but only, like o- 
ther Wen a Son by Grace and Adop- 


— 


The Titles of Son of God, Nrſt born, Only - be- Anſw. to 


gotten, do not appear to be ſpoken of Jeſus . 
Chbrift in Scripture, with Relation to his meta- 
phyfical Nature, (whatever that in reality is,) 
or to an Eſential Generation of bis Being from 
the Subſtance of God; but with relation to his 
Ofice of Meſfias, his Miſton into the World, and 
being (upon account of his Humiliation, Incar- 
nation and Sufferings,) appointed by God the 
Father, (who gave unto him to have Life in 
himſelt, 


1 | Wor / 
f ie Generation 
timſfelf, and ſaid unto him; Thoy e 
the Heir and Lord of all Things, ous Sanio, aut — 
Fudge, and our God, An Eſential or metapl " Iv 
fically Conſubſtantial Generation, ſuch as, he 1 

Odiectar ret, s, with Reſpect, to G 
an unwarranted Expreſſion; no where reveal 
in Scripture; and approaches nearer to the Nel. 
tions of the Old Philoſophers, than to the 8025 
guage of the Goſpel; it having been the Op 
on of many of the Philoſophers, that their 
feriour Dees, and even the Souls of Men, 
metaphyſically Conſubſtantial with (tho. v 
| 20. K. ſuptreme God. | Nevertheleſs 5 
| is the True Son f. God; and 18M 
L =; have calles God { as the © Fews maliczoull 
For rey - $, 18, ] anlieg ior, bis gn 
or proper Father, upon Account of his 
minent Dignity and Dominion over all wii. 
are ever called Sons 4 * But, In 4 Wh | 
emen pt: 1 01 MY 


Suppolng Feſus Criſt to heb in n che ſame, 
jv. fe a ef Cot fv diets and the "a 


- ner conſubſtantially generated, as * is by Natq 
the Son of Man; yet the Querift gain 0 
thing by it, TY the Abſurdity * dividing 
{imple and uncompounded Divine Subſt y 
making a Species of God, 'and introducing | 
' Htbeiſm. To avoid this; tho” they are willi 
to take the Advantage of humane Genera 
in order to prove that the Sen of God, 
begotten of the Subſtance of the Father, ib 
Jolutely equal in Nature to the Father, as an i 

mane Son and Parent always are; yet t 

are forc d to leave this Compariſon of 1 
Generation, in That Point, in Which it eas, 
ly be urged. to any Purpoſe, viz. that the G 

neration is by . ion or Separation of Pa 


. of ie Son of God. 
And they affirm that he is begottefi the whole 
ſydividanl Subſtance of the ſupreme God the Fa- 
her; not conſidering, that by this Argument 
Ader quite overthrow what they deſigned to 
7 and wholly. deſtroy the Generation and 
Bonſhip, For it is nothing but Diviſion of 
Subſtance! in the Parent, and a ſeparate Exiſt 
rce of the Offspring in the ſame -pscifick Na- 
ure, that is the Foundation of the natural Re- 
lation of Father and Son in Mankind. Take 
way That Con fideration, and the proper and 
Patural Notion of Paternity and Filiation cea- 
ch amongſt Men. If therefore the Son of God 
e the ziadividual Subſfance of God, He is as 
Woch Father as Son, and the Father as much 
Ma as Father; er truly, all Diſtinction of 
Werfon and Relation, is deſtroy'd. One 
earned Writer, who urges the Argument we are 
upon, was ſo aware and ſenſible of the 
ength of this Reaſoning, that He + forc'd f See 
imſelf to knees 6 great an Abſurdity Con//dera- 
nd Contradiction, as to declare it to be © un- 4 © Sp 
doubtedly true that the one God is Father Hiſtorical 
and alſo: true that the fame God is Son [of Preface, 
the ſame Father;] the Father and Son being pag. 87. 
> "i ( /azth He) comprehended in the ſame [onde 
W 0:dual | Godhead. ” But the Defenders of this 
holaſtick Notion muſt declare, either that the 
e ſimple uncompounded Divine Subſtance 
capable of Diviſion; which is manifeſtly ab- 
Wd; or elſe acknowledge that their Pretence 
F proving metaphyſical Confibſtantiality in 
e Filiation of the Son of God from the In- 
Fance of humane Generation, is trifling and 
pertinent; or laftly, if they will not diſ- 
aim individual Conſubſtantialityj, muſt frankly 
Il us that the Son of God is not really a Son 
relative Perſon, but a meer Name or empty 
| Notion, 


0 
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| Of. the Generation, 
Notion. Whatever is the Meaning of the fig i 
ative Word Generation, allowing it to beapc-41 
plyed to the metaphyſical Exiſtence of the Son i 
Bod; I ſee no Reaſon why Feſns Chriſt m 
not, even in this Reſpect, be truly and proper 
ſtiled the Son of God; not b being the ſan 
individual Sub ſlance with the Father 
[which, as we have ſeen, would be ſo far iro 
wing Him the Higheſt and ſtricteſt Title 
Sonſhip, that it quite takes away all manm 
of Relation, and introduces a total Confuſio 
of Perſons;]: but by the Produdion of his Na 
and Being immediately and ineffably from Ga 
Himſelf. This, if we rightly. conſider, i 
nearer and properer Relation of Sonſhip, th », -- 
That betwixt an humane Parent and his me, 
ſpring. For in humane Generation, a Son dal 
not truly derive his Nature or Being (as the & 
rie ſuppoſeth) from his Father, by a Comm 
nication of his Subſtance ; But a Father 
merely an Inſtrument in the Hands of God, in 
ing the Foundation for his Son's Subſiſten 
*Tis by the mighty Power of God alone, 
which a Child is brought into Life and Fort 
And therefore the Child is more properly ons: 
Son of God, (i. e. derived from Him, in! 
Nature,) than he is the Son of Man. Sin 
therefore the Derivation of a Son from his Fil 
ther, merely as an inſtrumental Cauſe, is the tn 
and whole Foundation of Paternity and Fil 
tion in Mankind; how much more prof 
and truly may Chriſt be called the Son of Gi 
than any one can be the Son of Man, by t 
ineffable Derivation of his whole Being al 
Subſiſtence immediately by the incomprehe 
ſible Power and Will of the one ſupreme Gd 
the alone proper Author of all Being? Wheth Y 
we conſider Chriſt, as being the Son of God : not 


Ws ct 


& © * 


of the Son of _— 81 , 


he immediate Production of his metaphy- 
cal Nature by the Power and Will ot the 
one ſupreme God the F ather; or, accord- 
ing to the Scripture-Senſe of the Phraſe , 
that he is the Son of God by the Power and 
Dominion over all Things, which God gave ' 
Him as the Meſlias and Heir of all Things; 
ne cannot, either Way, be ſaid to be a Son by 
mere Grace or Adoption. We are the adopted 
ons of God, by being in Covenant with Him 
hrough Chriſt ;* and by having our whole 
MPcrſons ſanctify d and redeem'd, through Faith 
n Him, by the Spirit of Grace which we re- 
ive from God by Him; according to Fob. 1, 
2, As many as received Him, to them gave He 
ver to become tbe Sons of God, even to them 
bat believe in bis: Name; Gal. 3, 26, For ye are 
Ol! the Children of God by Faith in Chriſt Feſus; 
wh, 4., 6, And becanſe ye are Sons | of God by 
WF ath, | God bath ſent forth the Spirit of bis Son 
to your Hearts, crying, Abba, Father. Epheſ. 
ene, 5 ; having predeſtinated us to the Adoption of 
„ildren by Jeſus Chrift unto Himſelf. He there- 
moore, through Faith in whom we are made the 


y Wons of God by Grace, and who is the Giver 
n ff the Spirit by whoſe Sanctification we are the 
Sing dopted Children of God; cannot Himſelf be 
Non merely by This Adoption and Grace: But 


e 14ntecedently, and in a much higher Senſe, 
he Son of God by Nature, as being originally (in 
order to bring Us to be the Sons of God by Ad- 
tion) inveſted in his own diftin& Perſon with 


Fil 
9 


Gu 


y 8 or/h:p and Adoration and invifible Dominion o- 
g ler the Church of God, and over the whole 
. reation. 5 


ety bether the individual Conſubſtantiality qu, 3d. 
od A: not alſo clearly prov'd by the Sons Generation be- 
Ws eternal, according to Prov. 8; 23, 25, J 
G [ Wiſ- 


Wo 


82, Of. the Generation. 
 [Wiſdom| was ſet up, from everlaſting, => befare, 


the Hills was I brought forth; Mach. 


Whoſe Gomgs forth haue been from of Old, fronfl 25 
everlaſting. For if the Generation of the Son fl Ge 
ol God be 100 and abſolutely eternal, muſt it 5, 
not be of the oe individual Subſtance ot God the 'O! 
Father, which only is fimple and abſolutely eter. the 
nal ? | Kd er 

7 0 
Anſw. to The Son's Generation, (which, how it may . 
3d. be ſaid to be Eternal, I have before ſnown, ] ſig 
is not prov'd to be metaphyſically Eternal from of 
Prov. 8: 23z— 25. The Paſlage moſt prof fir! 
bably is not meant of Wiſdom the Perſon; be gon 


ing not ſpoken of the R702 or Logos, the Word 
but of the 755N or copie, Wiſdom the Attn 


bute of God. But allowing that the Son q Nr 
God is here figuratively delcrib'd, - becauſe ui fa 
is generally ſo ſuppos d both by Ancients ani the 
Mederns; yet there is not in this Place an Goc 
Mention of merge: eternal Generatio cou 
That which our Tranſlators have render d, fron and 
everlaſting, means no more here than from of: 
before the f Beginning of the Ages of the World nity 
(S>wo and meg d de , Heb. and EXXII 

and is accordingly explain'd in the Words in 7 


mediately following; the whole Verſe runirfe; 

ning thus, viz. I was ſet up from everlaſtin 

| that is] from the Beginning, or ever the Ear 

was : When there were no Depths, I was bro — 

forth, ver. 24; before the Mountains were feen o 
| * tler 


* 8 — 


— — 


1 Novatian, giving his Senſe of the Eternity of the Son of Go. 
fairh ; qui ante omne Tempus eſt, ſemper in Patre eſſe dicendus eſt, - I 
ce who was before all Time, muſt needs be ſaid to have been alws b 
« in (or with) che Father; De Trinit. ch. 31. The moſt ancitl 
Writers, viz, of the firſt and ſecond Century, expreſfd- the Generale 
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: : of the Fon of Gotl 3 83 
ud, before the Hills was T . 0 Forth. ver. ö 
25. Nor, Secondly, is met y/ically eternal 
Generation prov'd from the Werds of Mic. 
5, 2, Whoſe Gomgs forth have been from of 
Old, from everlaſting ; that is, according to 8 
che J che Be to Beg 05 h a- 
I gree, ] from the Days, (or Beginnin the Ages 
97 the World. The moſt nome ee 
ay of the whole Verſe is, that the Prophet de: 
nll ſign'd to inform the ems, that the Incarnation 
on of the Meſſias there foretold, was not to be his 
firſt Appearance in the World; but that He had 
zone forth, or manifeſted himſelf as the Angel 
Ark Preſence revealing his Will, from the 
ginning of the World. So that by Goirgs 
forth is not meant his Generation or Metaphy- 
fcal Production, but his Maui feſtation as being 
the Meſſenger and Repreſentative of the ſupreme 
God, to declare his Will to Mankind ; which 
could not be before the Creation of the World, 
and therefore the Prophet could not there oak 
of a metaphyſical, fimple and abſolute 
ut y. 3 | Ne 
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' Whether an Equality in Nature and Powers Ou. ath. 
infer d from the proper and eſſential Generation of 
| * . the 


1 945— —_— —_— lth. * 1 r nn. Ah. 
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on of the Son of God to be dx 5vas, e, lag, cr er 
Wc yay, without any Limitation of Time ; but hardly ventured to 1ay 
that it was digg abſolutely and metathyſically Eternal: [The 
Paſſage, aty 4e, in the leffer Epiſtles of Ignatius, is with 
| great Reaſon ſuſpetted to be ſpurious; )] Nor wou'd the Orthodox af- 
of Geller che Council of Nice, ſay that it was g&4rviimes, or dM. And 
Iris remarkable, that the agth Apoſtohck Canon depoſeth thoſe who 
baptize eig ape & ralę ug, into three Perſons who are wit haut Beginning. 
And Zonaras thus gloſſeth upon it; a 38 avarxov i, 
igen apices, my MER, Ne , daramey; © The Tradition of 
dhe Church, is ro worſhip one Perton only, who is without Begin- 
F ning, name ly che Father as being abſolutely withcur Cauſe. *? 
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the Son of God, be not conſiſtent with a Subordi- 
nation of Perſons; ſo that the Father may be Great- 
er than the Son in This Reſpect, that He is a Self. 
originated and independent Subſiſtence, and t 
Fountain of Beim to the Son, who will be always 
Jo much Leſs than the Father, as Dependency 
is than Independency, and That which is derived 


| * See Con- is leſs than that which is unoriginated ? And 


fiderations whether this Equality in Nature and Powers i; 


not prov dto be conſiſtent with the Appellations of 
3 Greater or Leſs, by a very plain and familiar 


pag. 31, Inſtance taken from Scripture, Gen. 41; where 


52, 53- we learn that Joleph, of the ſame Nature with 
Pharaoh King of Egypt, and in That Keſpei 
equal, was advanc'd by that Prince to the Ad- 
miniſtration of the Government, and inveſted with 
his whole Authority and Power , both in Relation 
to the Monarchy and the Royal Family ; For ſays 
He, ver. 44, | am Pharaoh, and without Thee 
ſhall no Man lift up his Hand or Foot in all 
the Land of Egypt: and ver. 40, Thou ſhalt 
be over my Houſe, and according to thy Word 
ſhall all my People be ruled: He in the mea 


periority in the Throne, as being the 7 
dent Root of the monarchick Power which Joſeph 
enjoyed by Derivation from him; For, adds He, 
ver. 40, only in the Throne will I be greater 
than Thou. Whether therefore, if Pharaoh was 
greater than Joſeph, tho they were. Both equal 
in Nature and Powers; it can be hard to conceive 
that the Father ſhould be greater than the Son, 
according to Joh. 14, 28, (tho? Both equal in 
Nature and Powers, ) as being the Cogn of the 
Son, and the Fountain of Powers derived to 


Him? 
Would 


Time reſerving nothing to Himſelf but only the Su- i « 


= P = 
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be Son of God. 88 
Would the learned Objector argue, or could A4nſw, to 
He prove, that God is a Species, or that the 40. 
Son of God was begotten ſpecifically Conſub- | 
ſtantial with God the Father, as Man begets 
a Son of his own Kind by Diviſion of Subſtance 
and Separation of Parts; the Argument de- 
duc'd from the Inſtance ot Pharaoh and Joſeph 
would be appoſite to his Purpoſe; and the Sub- 
ordination of Perſon which He ſpeaks of, 
{by the Son's Generation and the Fatber s Selt- 
origination, the Sons Dependency and the Fa- 
they; Independency, ) would be more clear and 
conſiſtent with ſuch an Equality of Nature. 
But being he holds an Indiviſibility of Eſſence in 
God the Father and the Son of God, ſo that 
they are | according to his Argument | one In- 
dividual Godbead ; it wonder that a learned Au- 
thor ſhould not perceive, that ſuch a Subordi- 
nation of Perſon 1s utterly inconſiſtent with 
Lis Notion. For can the ſame individual Being 
It WI be dependent and independent, originated and 
rd Wl 1orrganated, begotten and unbegotten? or can the 
an MW Jame Perſon (which is the unavoidable Conſe- 
u- MW quence of his Notion) be ſubordinate to Himſelf, 
. Greater and Leſs than Himſelf, according to 
bh Job. 14, 28? Sothat tis evident, the Inſtance 
le, of Pharavb upon the Throne, and Foſeph ad- 
er miniſtring his Government, is ei againſt 
as © Him; proving ſuch a Diſtinction of Perſon, 
al Nas his Notion will not admit of. But Secoudly, 
ve hy doth the Objector argue for an Equality in 
n, Nature and Powers in the Divine Perſons? This 
in | again deſtroys his Notion of Subordination. 
the For two individual Perſons equal in Nature aud 
to Towers, muſt needs be equally independent and ſu- 

preme , Therefore if the Son of God be Equal to 

the Father in Nature and Powers, he muſt | not- 
uld J withſtanding any Pretence of Generation or 
G 3 Deri- 
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af n 
Derivation] have equal Independency. and S 


emacy; And two ſuch Perſons will unavoida. 
hy be two Gods; Which 'alfo is contrary to 
the Objector's Deſu, tho the direct Conſequence 
of his Argument. Generation or Derivation in 
the Son of God from the Father, does indeed 
prove a Subordination; but not ſuch an one as 
he Objector contends for, | which is really 
none at all; but ſuch an one as Dr Clarke and 
Others ſuppoſe; viz. a Subordination in Nature 
and Powers. This is plain, becauſe the Divine 
33 being uncompounded and abſolutely 
viſible," cannot admit of ſuch a Separation 
of Parts, as in humane Generation makes diſ 
tinct Perſons of equal Nature and Powers; 
and therefore whatever is generated or de- 
rivd from God, muft he of | Subordinate 
and diftin& Natire and Powers. That which 
decerves the Queriſt and other Defenders of 
the vulgar Scholaftick Notion , and b 
which they deceive Others, is; that they ima 
gine a modal or nominal Subordination to be 
founded on Generation and Proceſſion in the 
diſtinct Divine Perſons, (which yet they hold 
to be Individualiy conſul ſtantial, and abſolutely 
equal in Nature and Powers; ) becauſe they con- 
ceive a Subordination in humane Perſons (who 
are Specrfically cpnſubſtantial,) on Account of 
Fihation and Paternity. But herein is a double 
Fallacy; Firft, in the Diſtinction of Perſons; 
Secondly, in their Subordination., The Reaſon 
why Generation in humane Kind makes diſtinit 
Perſons, is (as I before obſerv'd) becauſe the 
Offspring receives by Separation of, Parts, not 
the individual but 4 Subſtance of the Par 
rent, which is inveſted by the Power of God 
with a diſtin individual perſonal Subſiſtence 
Lo that where the Subſtance is undivided, there 
HJ: 54 N „ * ou TY can 
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can be no ſuch Generation of And Perſons 
from it; the Foundation of That, being (as I 


ſaid) a Piviſion of Parts, and a ſeparate Ex- 


iſtence. Therefore in the one ſupreme Divine 


Nature, which is abſolutely indiviſible (as the 


Objector allows,) there can be no ſuch Gene- 


ration or Diſtindion of Perſons, netaphyſically 
Conſuhſtantial with each other. We may in- 


deed conceive it to have different Attributes 
ſubſiſting in it, or (was it not immutable) we 


might concei ve it to be the Subject of diffe- 
rent Modes; But Neither of theſe (I hope) can 


reaſvnably be thought to be the Objector's No- 
tion of the Divine Perſons. But, 1755 
could we ſuppoſe a Diftintion of real Perſons 
in the ſame individual Divine Nature, yet there 
could be no real Subordination amongſt them, 
The ſame individual Nature, inveſted with 
the ſame Powers which are the Reſult of it, 
muſt needs make the Perſons, which are no- 
thing but the Nature inveſted with the Powers, 
co-ordinate and abſolutely Sql, and three 
fuch Divine Perſons, would 

ſupreme Gods. A Man and his Son, are not 


really ſubordinate any way in Perſon, Paternity 


in one with Regard to the other, is indeed a 
ſuperior Relation, neceſſarily depending on thi 
conſtituted Order of Things, wherein there mu 
be Priority and Poſteriority ; but it neither 
maketh the Prrſo# of the Father Greater, nor 


the Perſon of the Son Leſs; fo that they being 


equal in Nature and natiiral Powers, there can 
be no real Subordination in their Perſons on Ac- 
count of Paternity. and Filiation: At leaſt, 
the Relation of Paternity will never give ſuch 
a Superiority to the Father over the Son, as 
the Subordination of the ſecond and third Di. 
vine Perſons to the one ſupreme Get the Fae 


G + ther, 


e three equally - 


the Generation 

ther, mentioned throughout the Scripture, ne- 
 ceſlarily implies. But becauſe, bumane Per- 
ſons are All alike dependent, and ſubſiſt by 
the Power and Will of a ſuperiour Agent, 
in whole, Hands they are only Inſtruments in 
generating one another; tho' they are co-ords- 
nate 1n_their natural Perſons, as being equal in 
Nature and natural Powers ; yet God can make 
a Subordination amongſt them, either by in- 
veſting ſome particular Perſons with ſuperna- 
tural Fowers, as Prophets and Workers of Mirz. 
cles; or with particular Inſtances of Autbo- 
rity, as Fathers and Heads of Families; or by 
permitting Many to put the Government of 
their Perſons into the Hands of ons, which 
makes Kings and Rulers ſuperiour to their Sub- 
jets. In Theſe Inſtances, there i a relative Su- 
periority with Regard to Powers adventitious 
and extrinfical to their Perſons as Men; but 
there is ot a Superiority in their natural Per: 


ons : For ſtill, NW Princes, and Per 


ſons equally endowed with ſupernatural Power: 
(tho' perhaps related as Father and Son, ) are 
co-ordinate. So that hence I conclude, that 
whereever there is a real Subordination amongſt 
Men, it cannot be in their natural Perſons, but 
in ſupe: natural or adventitious Powers inveſted in 
their natural Perſons. And this 1s the true 
State of the Caſe, in the Inſtance of Pharaob 
and Foſeph, With Regard to their wataral 
Perſons, they were equal in Nature and natu- 
ral Powers; There was no Subordination at 
all in their Perſons, as Men : But in their ad- 


ventitigus Popers as Rulers, they were not equal; 


and therefore the Subordination betwixt them 
_ conſiſted in That. Had Foſeph been abſolutely 
equal to Pharaob in Autboritative Ruling Pawery, 
as he was in Nature and natural Powers , there 
MY 14--yÞ4-; 4, w+$+4--4 {13,8 $7 W* "wid would 
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of the Son of God 3 . 
would ha ve been a perfect Co-ordination betwixt 
Them; and they would have been equally in- 
dependent and ſupreme Governours: Bunt 
whatever the Objector may think or argue 
a delegated and derived Power' will always be 
really leſs and wegual to an independent and unde- 
rived Power; and a King upon the Throne, exer- . 
ciſipg an Original and underiv'd Power, will 
be Superiour to his Subject or Son (who is yet 

isSubje&,) tho adminiſtring the whole Af- 
fairs of the Government by a delegated Power 
n Subordination to Him. Theretore the In- 
ſtance is directly appoſite to Dr Clarks's Scheme, 

hich founds the Subordination of the Divine 
Perſons in Nature and Powers; but not at all 
o the Objector's Scheme, which ſuppoſeth a 
ſubordination of Perſon to be conſiſtent with an 
abſolute Equality both of Nature and Fomers : | not 
otake Notice, that I have ſuppoſed. in this 
ugument a Diſtinction of Perſons to be con- 
ent with his Scheme, tho it really is not, 

s hath been proved. | This the Defenders of 


— 


rener 
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re Nhe ſcholaſtick Notion muſt either grant, or talk 
at Wo more of Diftin#ion and Subordination of Per- 
it en. For an Individual Conſubſantiality is in- 


onfiſtent with a Diſfinction, and much more 


in With a Subordination of Perſon ; and a Jpecifick 
ue nul ſtantiality, abſolutely and metaphyſically 
b Mich, is inconſiſtent with the Indiviſbility of the 
al Divine Nature; and, vere it not, would till 
a e inconſiſtent with a real Subordination of Per- 
a 


on, and introduce Polythe;ſm, Wherefore it 


. Ficceſſarily remains, that, ſince there are re- 
I; Feal'd in Scripture three diftin# Divine Perſons 
m In a Subordination, the Subordination wuft con- 
ly it in Nature and Powers. a 
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To the one God, Ne "To Chriſt re m 


X O b. 20. | Thou, 1 MY 24. 15 They wor l 
have no 1 God before Him im. 1 
Me. heb. 1. 6. Let all the An 


Matt. 4. 16% * i written, of God worſhip Him. Ppren 
thou ſhalt worſbib the- Lord thy joh. 3. 23. That all. 
God, and Him * Bu thou ſhould . honguy the Son, even 
ſerve. h ' they honour the Father, * 


CONSIDERATION! 
on n the e foregoing I Te exts. '- 3 


71 TR the Texts dere offered by ; 
learned Objector, arid 8 
with thoſe Words, That all Men fhonld | 
the Son, even as they honour the Father; coil 
the Words immed iately foregoing and folls 
ing; Foh. 5; 22, 23, The Father 15 eth uo Macon 
— hath committed all Judgment to the Son: NN 
all Men ſhould honour the Son even as they hom 
the Father: He that honoureth not the ny 
noureth not the Father which bath ſent him. 
ſo Phil. 2, 11, That every Tongue ſhould * 
that Feſus Chrift is Lord, to "No Glory of G 
the Father, Joh. 14, 13,—That the Faber o 
may be glorify in bis Son. It was the Prayer Me 
Chrift, to glorify his Father ; and the Ff en 
only, is the Object to which He commands iin is 
to direct our Prayers, agreeably to the confertic 


prehenſive Form of his Own Prayer, It Wi eg 1 
tl 


[0 b 


* 
ane Worſhip. > LP 
> conſtant Practice of the Apoſtles, to 
d give Thanks to God through. Feſus Chriſi; 
Ia it is the very End and Delign of the Gol- 

el-revelation, to bring us to God in all our 
Nadreſſes, by the Mediation of his only-begot- 
Den Son. The Texts to this ret which 
Ie many, undeniably teach us, that God the 
\ Father is, as the Fountain of Being and Per- 
Maions, ſo alſo of Divine Adoration and Wor- 
ip: As He alone is the one ſupreme God, 
rreme Honour and Worſhip. is, only and pe- 
liarly due to him: Whatever Honour is 
Waid to any other, particularly to his Son our 
Word and Saviour; is commanded, upon Ac- 
unt of his. ineffable Relation to God, as be- 
che Only-begotten Son and Heir of all 
Whings ; and the diſtin? Perfections of his Cha- 
wer and Offices to us-wards, reveal'd in Serip- 
ue: And this Honour and Worſhip, how 
at ſoever, doth not terminate in the Son, 
ut redounds to the Glory, of the Father; who 
th begat Him, and gave Him Dominion o- 
er us. Hence the Scriptures alledg'd by the 
arned Author, and thoſe which J have pro- 
oſed to be compar'd with them, axe clearly 
concileable in Dr Clarke's Senſt of Suborui- 
ion in the Divine Perſons; but cannot poſ- 
bly be ſo, in any other Senſe. For if the 
In is a diſtin Co-ordinate Perſon, tis evident 
hat all the Honour given to Him, muſt cen- 


en 


hich is directly contrary to the whole Te- 
our of Scripture: If He be the individual Sub- 
rer Mace of the Fatber, then can He receive no 
onour diſtinct from the Father; which a- 
Im is contrary to many Places of Seripture ; 
conÞorticularly, Rev. 1; 5, 6, Unto Him that 
t ed us and waſhed us from our Sins in bis own 
" | Blood, 


ein his Perſon, and can go no further; 
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Fin be Glo and Dominion for ever and 


Of Divine" Adoration |} _. 
"Blood, and hath made us Kings and Priefts to 0 ther * 
end bis Father, (or to his God and Father, ct 


Here is an Honour paid to the Son, whid 
could not be paid to the Father. But ſince 
was by the good Pleaſure of the Father, tMHAlx! 
the Son did That, for which this Honour W;qnal 
paid to Him, viz. redeemed us in Order Mon fe 
reconcile us and bring us to God and his ten 
ther ; tis evident that all the Honour giye 
to the Son who redeemed us, redounds pill: 
marily or ultimately to the Honour of theF 
ther, by whoſe Power and Will only, he d 

and could redeem us. But if the Father at 
Son be the ſame individual Godhead, then 
Diſtinction of Honour vaniſheth : The Fath 
then may as properly be {aid to do all Think 
Hinally to the Glory of the Son, and all his H 
nour tend to and redound to the Honour 


the Son; and we to pay all Worſhip, Ad 
ration and Thankſgiving, to the Son by Wit is 
Father, as vice verſa. But this plainly invallM:ſc 
and confounds the whole Scriptures, and Whlarlz 
Truth and Reality deprives the Son of God Ws Ch 
all Manner of Honour: For hereby, when! 
pray, and give Thanks to, and worſhip the & 
*tis indeed only the Fatber or one God under 


nother Name; and conſequently the meer Ma 
Feſns Chriſt, in whom the Power and Perfecti 
of the Father are maniteſted in an extraordim 
Manner. It will be difficult for the Defende 
of the Scholaſtick Notion, on This Account, 
come off from the Charge of Idolatry, ſo free 
by them caſt upon the Sociniant; and I deli 
to know diſtinctly and in plain Words, witi 
out Equivocation or Metaphyſical Sophiſti 
wherein lies the Difference betwixt the Spc 
ans and themſelves in this Matter. But on 

Ot | 


E 
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1 :-. Y 
der Hand, if our Lord Jeſus Chrift be a dif- 
o ſubordinate Being or Perſon, then the 
Vwcripturcs are all Harmony, and perfectly a- 
nie eeable to themſelves throughout. Whatever 
*Wonour is or can be paid to the Son, reſults fi- 
tagen to the Glory of the Father, and is indi- 
ur Widually diſtinét from it. If we worthip the 
on for what He is in Fimſelf, as the Only-be- 
ren of the Father; this plainly terminates in 
wee Glory of His Power and oodneſs, who 

wat Him: If we worſhip Him for what He 

to Us, as our Lord, our Redeemer, and our 
Mage; this alſo centres in the Glory of Him, 
ally whoſe Power He was enabled to make and 
1 WMbvern us, and by whoſe Wiſdom, Love, Mer- 
ue and Juſtice he was ſent to redeem, and will 

ſent to judge us. So that in This Way, the 
Bien hath all Divine Honour that can be com- 
ur micated to one which is derived; and yet 
Father doth not give his Glory to Sue 
is Alone Honoured as the one ſupreme 
valuſe and Original of all Things, and parti- 
d arly as the God and Father of our Lord je- 
od s Chriſt. | 
1 
> Oo | | | 
ler fl V bether by theſe and the ike Texts, Adoration Qu. iſt. 


id / or ſhip be not ſo appropriated tu the one God, 
to belong to Him on'y © | 


Wn be not equally due to Chriſt ; and conſequent- 
whether it muſt not follow that He is the one 
od, and not a diſtin inferiour Being, as the 


nans ſuppoſe ? 


as 


opriated to the Perſon of the Father only; 
| the 


Whether, notwithſtanding, Worſhip and Adora- Ou. ad. 


1 By the Texts alledged, Exod, 20, 2: dats, © 
S 10; abſolute ſupreme Honour is plainly ap-- 
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the Father, which is contrary to Scripturey 


Qu. 3d. 


Anſw. 


own uncertain Philoſophy, and without 


| He was their Creator and Preſerver; See Col. 
16, 17. And whether That be not the ſame 


9 4 : A * — Y 1 
„ ded 9 * 
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. Of Divine hs ; 
the abſclute ſopreme Being, or The One God 


Equality. of. Vos Bain, is reel 25 
ted in Scripture to the Son with the Fath vv 
For then the Son would be abſolutely equal wi AM 


Reaſon... But whatever Honour is due 
the Son, is ſubordinate,” and to and 
the Glory ot the Father. I wonder 
learned Author did not perceive, that 
Texts which He offers, Heb, 1, 6; Joh. 
233 evidently prove This. As to the Inf 
8 Aianiſm; All who are: | 
led in Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, know that | t 

Errour of Arius did not conſiſt in the mak 
the Son diſtinũ from, and really ſubordinate 
the Father; (for That always was the Chrifh 
Doctrine; ) But his Errour conſiſted, in 
Juming to affirm, upon the Principles of 


rant of Scripture, that the Son was de u in 
and that iy , In & r. L 


Whether Worſhip and Adoration both | 
Men and Angels, was not due to Him, long beſt 
the Commencing of his Mediatorial Kingdom, 


tle to Adoration, that God the Fatber hath, 
Author and Governour of the de e 
Doctor's own Principles ? 


Tho' the World was ande by the Son, 
no Adoration was due to him upon That 
count either from Angels or from Men, hea 


it was 10 Act of Dominion, and he did 10 
merely Miniſterially; juſt as no Adoration; Wy 


now due from us to Angels „for the Ba 


N and Mor ſb ge" Gn, 

u they convey to us, becauſe they do ĩt mere- 
ee Tis the having a Tbrone, a 
Wommon, a Kingdom, a Power of Fudging, that 
be only Foundation of Adoration, And there | 
Wore Adoration, was due to Chriſt from Angels 
nd Men, as ſoon as his Regal Power was re- 
ea d to them, and God commanded Him to be 
Jorſhipped; but plainly could not be due before. 
ö Mediatorial Kingdom commenc d indeed 
om the Beginning of the Creation, aſſoon as 
an was fallen, according to Rev. 13, 8, He 
the Lamb ſlain. from the Foundation of the. 
orld :- But this Kingdom was not proclaimed, 
ill after his Reſurrection from the Dead ; And 
om thence, I think, commenc d our Worſhip 
Him in his on difting Perſon and Cha- 

er: Rev. 5, 9; They ſung a NEW Song, 
Wing, Sc. And though he was from the Be- 
ming in the Form of God, yet he did not af- 
m to himſelf to be honoured like unto God, till, 
ter his Humiliation, God highly exalted him, 
- Wd commanded: that at the Name of Feſus every 
Wit? ſhould bow : See Philip. 2, 6, in the Ori- 
nal. Alſo Heb. 5, 5, (bi glorified not Him- 

, to be made an High-Prieſt; but HE that ſaid 
to him, Thou art my Son, to Day have I begot- 


1.0" hee. The latter Part of the Querie, hath 
nn already ſufficiently anſwer d under the 
th, b Querie of the firſt Head of Argument. 


 JWccomnt of Joh. 5, 23; founding the Honour due 
the Son upon This only, that the Father hath 
+ matted all Judgment t the Son; when the 
ec Keaſon aſig ned by our Saviour, and illuſtra- 
6 by ſeveral Inflances in the Verſes going befom 
in after, is, That the Son doth the ſame Things 
zn the Father doeth, hath the ſame Power and 

A | F gf; Authority 


Whether the Doctor bas not given a very partial Qu. gh. 
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Anſw, to 
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maliciouſſy charged Him with making Hin 
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O Divine Adoration _ 
Autbority of doing what He will; and therefor 
has a Title to as great Honour, Reverence aud et 11 
gard, as the Father Himſelf bath? And it is wit 
ObjeFion againſt this, that the Son is there ſan 
t6 do nothing of Himſelf, or to have all Gi 
Him by the Father; foice it is own'd that the Lord 
ther is the Fountain of all, from whom the Son 
rives in an, ineffable Manner bis Eſſence and Power 
Jo as to be one with Him. Y 


The only Honour due to our Saviour, 
plainly ſuppos d by St Fobn to be given Hinfſu!t 
upon Account of his being appointed by th 
Father to judge the World. This the Contenlf*< 
clearly ſhews, and the following five or Hd 
Verſes confirm; which entirely relate to thi 
two great Branches of this Office, the Power 
rain the Dead, and the Diſpoſal of ver 
Life and Damnation. The Argument Wẽãũu 
the learned Author alledges on the other Sig 
is, that in this fifth Chapter, the Son is ſaid : 
do the ſame Things which the Father dotb, an! 
the ſame Power and Authority of dcing what Mi 
will, and therefore has a Title to as great H 
our, Reverence and Regard, as the Father Hin flice 
bath, Here I confeſs I cannot but with ſong” Wc 
Amazement obſerve an evident Inſtance, ho” of 
Prejudice blinds the Minds of even learned a 
honeſt Men. If our Lord had purpoſely d Fable 
ſigned in the moſt expreſs and emphatical Ma 
ner to declare his real Subordination and Depel 
dence on the Father, He could not have done Sen 
more fully and clearly than He hath in thi 7 
whole Chapter. When the Jews falſely an t 


{elf equal with God, v. 18; He declares, 
19, that He was ſo far from doing fo, that Mu) yer 
could do Nothing of Himſelf, but only what He ſeuſſuce; an 


Father do, that 1s, what the Father hath 2 
1 


um Power and Commiſſion to do; and this 
et in his. own, but in his Father's Name, ver, 
. Further, 'this Power which the Son exers 
iſed, was given Him not by Neceſity, (which 
10 Gift,) but by Free Love; for, ſaith our 
Lord, ver. 20, the Father loveth the Son, and 
peth Him all Things that Himſelf doth, If 
berefore to be freely ſent, and to act in the 
ame and by the Authority of another, be to 
ſſume an Equality of Honour and Regard 
ith That Other by whom He was ſent, we 
- Wnuſt for ever deſpair to underſtand the Mean- 
Wng of Words, or to be able to diſtinguiſh be- 
een a delegated, and a ſupreme or nnde- 
ird Power. What is ſtill more ſurprizing 
he learned Author acknowledgeth, that The 
n can do nothing of Himſelf, and that bis Pow- 
is all given Him and that the Father is the 
antain of all, and that the very Eſſence and Pow* 
of the Son is deriv d from Him; yet He con- 
andes, that He (the Son) is one with Him, 
eeaning one individual Eſſence, or elſe it can 
i nothing to the Purpoſe.) I have ſaid fo 
och concerning This before, that it ſhall here 
ce to take Notice, that the learned Au- 
er would ſeem to ſhrou'd a little the Abſur- 
ty of his Notion, by ſaying that the Son de- 
rd the individual Eſſence of the Father in an 
able Manner : But is it not ſelf-evident, 
lat, let the Manner of the Son's Generation 
Derivation be ever ſo ineffable, if any Thin 
nes generated or derivd, it muſt be a lind 
9 v1dual Eſſence or Subſtance? It could not 
an Ft (n) of the Father's Subſtance : That is 
1 | H ; abſurd, 4 
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if Dm) Yer Tertullian expresſly makes it Part fof rhe Father's Sub- 

ſeulſſhuce; and chence (as Abſurdities grow by Degrees) it came to be at 
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Of Divine Adoration © 
abſurd. And to fay it was the bole, is . 
flagrant a Contradiction, that I queſtion wh 
ther there can be a greater in the Nature and 
Reaſon of Things. Can the ſame ndwidy 
Subſtance: be derived, and underiy d? or cafl+ 
there be a Communication, and nothing Comm 
uicated? For it is ftuppos'd that the whole Bf 
ſence or Subſtance is communicated to the Sm 
and yet remains whole and imcommunicated i 
the Father; which is evidently to be, and u 
to be, at the ſame Time. U really think t 
Defenders of the Scholaſtick Notion, may 
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aſham'd of ſpeaking of the Equivocations of M _T* 
Arians, when they are fore d to fupport then dire 
ſelves by this Kind of Reaſoning. che 
| = 01 
Qu. sh. pet ber the Doctor ned bave cited 300 Ju demc 
wide of the Purpoſe, to prove what u Body I ſupr 
mes, namely a Subordination, in ſome Senſe, Mr 
the Son to the Father, could be have found bo: 
one plain Text againft bis Eternity or Cnſubii¶ but 
tiality, the Points in Que ſtion?  » Woe 
| Won 1 
Anſw, to If the Doctor's 200 Texts prove a Real Sui 0747 
M6. dination, and not in Name only; the Point ture- 
gain'd againſt (what no One Text can be alle 
for,) the Querift's Notion of Individual Contiliff 
Nantiality; unleſs the ſame individual int «fe! 
ligent Subſtance: can be ſubordinate to it — 
and conſubſtantial with itſelf. And as to hi Perſ 
8 Trl 32322 
15 e Rea 
laſt the Whoſe. © The Father (ſaith Turtullian) is the whole Boo. 
t ſtance; C filius vero Derivatio tot ius, Gy Portio, ficut ipſe profit | 
% quia Pater major Me eſi,] but the Son is a Derivation from, and! 
« of the Whole; as He Himſelf Profeſſech, ſaying, The Father is g A 
« er than I,” Adv. Prax. c. 9. Thus likewife in Other Pag Wor 
And yet Tertulljon is the chief Evidence in all Antenicene Anriquilh had 


whom the Defenders of the Scholaſtick Notion depend for their 
plication of the Trinity. 


(th | | , 
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Notion, of Eternity, it has been at large con- 
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bie nn dr n de 4a 
| I betber He be not forced 1 e his M ant of Qu. och. 
Kripture- Proof, By very ſtrain d and remote In- c 
erences, and very uncertain Reaſoning from the 
Nature of a Thing confeſſedly. obſcure and abojte 
Sl Comprehenſion z, and yet not more ſo, than God's 
Eternity, Ubiquity, Preſcience, or otber, At- 
trabutes , which yet we are forced to acknow- 
ledge? 5 f eee ee 


* 
. 
* 


To the Former Part of the Querie, I anſwer 4r/w. to 
directly in the Negative > To the latter; I an- 1. 
ſwer, that God's Attributes are ſo far from being 
above Comprebenſiun, that they are all ſtrictly 
demonſtrable by Reaſon, But I am willing to 
ſuppoſe that the Author meant, that the Man- 

wr of their Exiſtence in the Divine Nature is 
above Comprehenſion; and ſo indeed it is; 
But then this is plainly nothing to the Pur- 
poſe : For tho the Manner of the Son's Deriva- 

tion is above Comprehenſion, yet his veal Sub- 
ordination ĩs ſtrictly demonſtrable from Scrip- 
ture- evidence. 8 19285 


Whether bis whole Performance, whenever He u. 
differs from Us, be any Thing more than a R- 
om. of this one 7 „ that Being and 
erſon are the ſame; or that there's xo Medium 
between Tritheiſm and Sabellianiſm ? Fhich 
vs removing the Cauſe from Scripture to natural 
2 not very conſiſtently with the Title of bis 

ok, 


As for the Dodor's Performance, the learned 45%. to 
World muſt be the Judges of it. But if He 2th. 
had done no more than prov'd Intelligent Being 
©" and 


ro Of Divine Adoration _ 
and Perſon to be the ſame ; it muſt for ever ye- 
main an wanſwerable Difficulty in the Scho- 
laſtick Scheme, that they hold three diſtin 
ſubordinate (which yet they call equal) Perſon 
or intelligent Beings, in one individual Nature Ne . 
or Subſtance. The Dofor no where aſſerts or 2 %% 
ſuppoſeth, that there is no Medium between Tri; I Kein 
theiſm and Sabellianiſm ; but every where the “ deed 
contrary : His own Scheme being manifeſtly I. but o 
ſuch a Medium. Had the Author (aid that the =, Se 
Doctor allowed no Medium for his Adverſaries, Ws as He 
between Tritheiſm and Wee it had . ho 
been true. I wonder a learned erſon ſhould Min 2 
make ſo palpable a Miſtake. I deſire the Au; , 
thor to conſider a fecond Time, and tell me, Nh. 
whether the Profeſſion of three Divine Perſons C « 
or Beings in a real and true Subordination, can . _—_ 
with any Reaſon be call'd Tritheiſm ? (nM... 
If He is pe in the we, I promile the 6 
to bring both Antenicene and Nicene Fathers, wi 
well as the plain Reaſon of the Thing, again WM" 
Him: If he agrees with me in the Negative, 
I truſt He will perceive his Miſtake of the 


* 


Doctor's Aſſertion. 
| loved 
SECT: x: 
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not uo. 
vinit. 
() There is nothing more clearly revealed in Scripture, nor I wise 
more neceſſarily deduced from natural Reafon, than that the Unity ud 
of God is an Unity of perſonal Supremacy, and independent Self-Ori: Wrov'd 
gination, And the ancient Writers of the Church unanimouſly agree, Wed Bi 
that nothing but an abſolute Equality and Co-ordination in God the Fa- ¶ is bu 
ther and the Son, can make them to be two Gods; and that the real I if tl 
Subordination of the Son to the Father, preſerves the Church from I be d 
Polytheiſm. Novat ian is very expreſs. Si natus non fuiſſet; innatus com- (He 
paratus cum eo qui eſſet innatus, æquat ione in utroq; aſte nſd duos faceret I ent! 
innatos, & ideo duos faceret Deos; — © If the Son (ſaith He) was not We Cr; 
e begotten ; it would follow, that being Self-exiſtenr, and compar'd ent ja, 
« wich Him (with the Father) who 1s Self. exiſtent, cheit Equality wc, 
| LI in r (is 


and Worſhip, ror 
«in this Reſpect, as being two Selt-exiſtents, would make two 
bolt. Euſebius alſo ſpeaks che Senſe of all antiquity, when he ſaich ; 
N ec dune ine, ur dex Ove lite drappivey B 
ificrwomy, bs 6% vis mes nar buoy uuire das, ig av Yerolo 
% Oeder wr © e Trax 9 v, omar be- 
ile deln u . d, N 16 vie a Gra % Te wic Avas 
yizrd; di ———Mizs of Tons ag Xs Ty 1 pans, mos as 
yiveilo bee V%; © if this makes them apprehevſive, leſt we ſhould 
* ſeem to introduce Two Gods; let them know, that tho' we do in- 
e „ deed acknowledge the Son to be God, yet there is | abſolutely ] 
* bur one God; even He who Alone is without Original and unbe- 
« porren, who has his Divinity properly of Himſelf, and is the Cauſe 
* even to the Son Himſelf, both of his Being, and of his being ſuch 
bas He is. Thus there being but one Original, and one Head, 
chow can there be Two Gods? De Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 1. C. 11. 
Again: OVA, Ye Nets avdy ny SFr, Ny Tas So Umno i- 
4. Ou vo lov] uns duris der bus, b d arapy os x) 
urri los dvd war wiv Thy dy arrnley N dvagxer dt 
e, Ned, & dexlu my milder xex]nwiylan , ** neither is it neceſſa- 
ns WM ry that he who ſuppolech two diſtin ſubſiſtiog Beings, muſt 
make Two Gods f for we do nor —4 * them both to be Co- ora i. 
* nate,” or Both to be unoriginated and unbegorren ; but one, un- 


2 cc» — * 1 „ 


degotten and unoriginated ; the other, begotten and originated from 


iſe che Father:“ Lib. 2, Cap. 7. Again: Oy % $0 «ya, i Sto 
a, N voila 5 ennie dvmmagsZa mirc dino or- 


js 113 £8 Jude e, aAA wiey j g cry, N d, milien 
Ire dvr Ty WoreYeves X azamry vis; Tue Church of 
God dorh not introduce two unbegotten Beings, nor two unorigi- 
nated, nor two Eſſences Co- ord inate to each other; and therefore 
not two Gods, But it reaches that there is one Original of Things, 
one God ; and that He is the Father of the only-begorren and be- 
loved Son: lib. 2. C. 23. Let Athanaſius ſpeak the Senſe of 
he Nicene and Poſt-nicene Fathers; Miay Gidiue = torlu bel Ju, 
„ mTalgss' Tile T+ Nr x) l, dv Ty view Y d 
neeVoyTrs, 8 Abgpury ve hesse; We acknowledge one on ly Di- 
viniry, even that of the Father; and chat the Son is his Word and 
Wiſdom: And fo believing, we do not make Two God's. De 


ni) prod. This is alſo the Senſe of Hilary, and Baſil; as Dr Clarke hath 
Ori rov'd ar large, Script. Do. Part 2. Notes on $. 39, And our lear- 
ree, Wed Biſhop Pearſon ſaith 3; * Ir is moſt reaſonable to aſſert that there 
Fa- ¶ is but one Perſon who is from none (viz. the Father ) and that 
real if there were more than one which were from none, it cou'd not 
rom ¶ be deny d but that there were more Gods than one; wherefore 
om. (He ſaith) this Setf-origination in the Divine Paternicy, hath az.ci- 
ere, Henti been Jook'd upon as the Aſſertion of the Unity: Expoſ. on 
$ not We Creed, P. 40. And the learned Biſhop Bull : Ex vete um Sen- 


ar'd Rent ia, cui ratio communis ſuffragatur; fi duo in Divinitate rſſent ire 
rality Nenita, ſive principia a ſe pendentia, conjequens foret, ut non modo Pa- 
in r fie privaretur Fe xx qua Divinitatem a ſeipſo, hoc eft, a nuils alis 

18 H | babe / 
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babet; verum etiam nt. duo. Dii neceſſario ſtatuere itur : Contra, 'pofort 
Febordi t one, qual Pater folus & ſeipſo Deus, Filius vere, de Den Putm 
Deus Wo docetwr-; 55 putarunt Dockoxes, tum 4 tm Patris, Cel, kum 
drvinam monarchiam i in thug tri collocatum ; Accord ing to the Opini. 
on of the Ancients ( 19 He,) to which alſo common Senſe agrees; 
AY chere were in the Divinity two unbegotten or two independent 
A Woge it would follow vor oo that the Father would be de- 7»: 
E. riv'd of that Pre-emivence by  w lich he hath, his Divinity df 
imſelf, that is, from no other; but alſo that we muſt needs male 
© Two Gods: Bur now an the contrary, if we allow, That Subordi An 
6. nation, by which the Father Alone is God of himielf, and the Son Do! 
« is God from God the Facher; then thoſe. ancient Writers thought of t 
« that both the Pre-eminence of the Father, and the Monarchy by the 


« Kay would be W's, entire. Fell. + 1. 4. $. , 67 
God 
e REASON. . 0 


1. ift. E 2 Dj ficulty 3 in the Cont tion of ths Th 
4 -T nity, 1s ag the Pon Queriſt,) h 
three Perſons can be but one God. Does tht 

Doctor den), that every one of the Perſons ſag) 

i God? No. Does be deny, that God is nei Lett 

No. How they are the Three One's 2 Nel) 


3 The Difficulty which the Ob eftor con a into 
n Trinity, of three 5 being b1 5, 7 
God, is entire y removed by - Dr Clarke 

-Sebeme +; which doth not ſu boſe three Perſon 

to be The | one individual Oh in any Senſe 
whatſoever; but. that the One God, A God 
abſolutely ſpeaking, is the Fir \ Perſon in the 
Trinity: According to thoſe' moſt" expre| 

5 | Texts of Scripture, Rom. 15, 30, for — Jeſus three 
Chriſts ſake, and for the Love of the: Spirit, — 

firive in your Prayers to GOD. 1 Cor. 12; 


4, 5, 6, The ſame pi, —— the ſame Lord, n Tha 


f G O DP. 103 
dme ſame G0 D. 1 Cor. 13, 14, The Grace of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and the Love of GO 
and the Communion of the Holy Ghoſt. Epheſ. 

FF 4; 4, 5, 6, One Spirit, -— One Lord. 
One GOD and Father of all. Jude 20, 21, 
le- Bl In the Holy Ghoſt, in the Love of G OD, 
er the Mercy of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. 
3% And whereas the Objector anſwers for the 
on Doctor, that He Joth not deny that every one 
he, f the 9Jors 50 is God; he ſhould however 
be © have taken Notice (if he would have repreſen- 
ted him fully and fairly, ) that Dr Clarke expreſ- 
— Þ ly obſerves, that the Holy Spirit 1s never directl 
call'd God or Lord in Scripture, (but the Spirit 
of God, or the Spirit of the Lord:) and gives 
Reaſon for it. He proceeds ; does he deny that 
God is one And anſwers rightly, No. He 
concladesz How then are the Three [ Unum| 
0 ? I Anſwer; very eaſily and clearly, from 
Tr. what has been above ſaid : Tho' the Scripture 
bw it ſelf never ſays that Three are one, but in 
th MW That Text which has been plainly demonſtra- 
hh td to be Spurious, both by Dr Clarke in his 
ne? Letter to Dr Vells, and in his Reply to Mr 
ehen; and alto fince by au anonymous Au- 


chor, in a Book entituled, a Full Enquiry 
yes ito the Original Authority of That Text, 1 Fob. 
me 5, 7. | | 


Does one and the ſame Authority exercis d by Qu. 2d. 
A, make them one, numerically or individually 
Goll one and the ſame God? Tt is bard to conceiue how 
the three diſtindt Beings, according to the Doctor 8 
preſſi Scheme, can be individually one God, that is, 
eſus three Perſons be one Perſon. If therefore One 

—j| God neceſſarily fignifies but one Perſon , the Con- 
12 3 /equence is irreſiſtible , eitber that the Father is, 

That one Perſon, and none elſe, which is down- 

ch H 4 right 


Qu 4th. 


Anſw. 


Qu. 3d. 


ro .d, 3d, b | | ; 
100 41h, lorggoing Queries, to tell the Author, tha 


Of tbe Unity * 


rigbt Sabellianiſm; or that the three Priſons 
are three Gods. Thus the Doctor's Scheme ig 
liable to the very ſame Diſiculties with the other. 


There is indeed one eaſy Way of coming F; and 
That is, by ſaying that. the Son and Holy Spirit 


are neither, of them God in the Scripture-Senſe of 


the Word. But then this is Cutting the Knot, 
inſtead of Untying it; and is in Effed to ſay, that 
they are not called God in Scripture, 1 


Does the Communication of Divine Powers and 
Attributes from Father to and Holy Spirit, 
make them one God; the Divinity of the two latter, 
being the Father's Divinity? Why, yet the ſame 
Difficulty recurrs, For either the Son and Holy Si. 
rit have diſtinct Attributes and a diſtind Divinity 
of their own, or they have not. If they bave, 
they are diſtin Gods, from the Father; and 
as much, as Finite from Infinite, Creature fron 
Creator; and then, hom are they one? If thy 
have not; then, ſince they have uo other Divinity 


but that individual Divinity and thoſe Attribute 


which are inſeparable from the Father's Eſſence, 
they can haue no diſtin® Eſſence, from the F- 
ther s; and ſo, according to the Doctor, will be 
one and the ſame Perſon, that is, will be Names 


_ only, 


Whether this be not as unintelligible as the Or 
thodox Notion of the Trinity, and liable to the 
like Difficulties? A Communication of Divine 
Powers and Attributes without the Subſtance, 
being as bard to conceive, nay much harder, than 
a Communication of Both together, which is the 
vulgar Notion. And herein lies the main Pont 


of Difference, hetween Us and the Doctor. 
It would be a ſufficient Reply to the three 


had 


RY xy » of | 6 0 D. 4 106 
„nad He at all mderffood Dr Clarke's Books, He 

+ Y would not have offered them. They are ſuch 

I groſs Miſtakes, that I could not eaſily ima- 

Sine a learned Perſon to fall into them. 

it Can He think Dr Clarke does or would ſay, 

f chat the individual Powers and Attributes of 
t, 

at 


the one God the Father, are or can be commu- 
nicated to the ſecond and third Divine Per- 
ſons either with or withont the Eſſence? This 

indeed would be abſurd, and equally unin- 

dE telligible with the Scholaftick Scheme, which 

it, the Queriſt calls Orthodox. But Dr Clarke 

r, doth not ſuppoſe the Divine Perſons to be in- 

dividually or numerically one and the ſame God, 

in any Senſe either of Authority or Powers or / 

Eſſence or any other Way. This the Author 

might eaſily have learn'd from the Doctor's Re- 

ply's, pag. 230, cited by Himſelf, where he ex- 

presſly tells Him, Nothing that is individual, can 

wer be commumicated from any one Thing to ano- 

ther; and gives an unanſwerable Reaſon for it: 

And withal tells Him, that the World well un- 

derftands what is meant by Communication of Know- 

ledge, Power, and the like, I hope the learned 

Author 1s not ſuch a Stranger to the World, as 

to be ignorant of this. So that all the Diffi- 

culties in conceiving a Trinity in Unity, which 

the learned Author ſpeaks of, in Dr Clarke's 

Or Scheme , is only rais'd by his own Imagination, 

the without any Ground at all from the Doctor's 

vine Books, How then are the Father and Son one, 

nce, i (o) as Dr Clarke indeed, and truly, faith that 

than | they 

s the 

Pontfl =— — . 3 


00 The Scripture (as I before obſerved) never favs that the Father 
hoes and Son are one God, bur Cunum] one Thing in Effet, And of the 
Tere Perſons it never ſays, that They are either one God,' or Vnum 
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en. For, one Thing in che neuter Gender, does nor expreſs Identiry, 
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Of tbe Dnii j, 
they are? I Anſwer: Firſt, They are One, 
morally and rationalh, that is, in Concord and 
Agreement, of Mind and Willz and in the 
ſubordinate Exerciſe . of ont and the ſame Power 
or Authority, vix. that of the Father. The 
San is ever obcdient to and beloved of _ 
rains a+ 11 WHEEL 6 -t 
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at all; except only in chat confeſſed ly Spurious Text, cited as $f 
Fobn's, 1 Epift, 8, 7. The Defenders of the Scholaſtick Eaplicatio Ch 
of the Trinity in Unity, tho they pretend much chat che moſt ancient 
Writers of the Church are on their Side; yer in expreſſing their, No. 
tion of the Unity in the Divine Perſons, they do not only leave Serip- | 
ture and Reaſon, but plainly run agaipſt che whole Stream of Antiqui- M 1afi 
ty alſo. The Text on which they ſo much rely, oh. 10, 30, I ani 
my Father are one; is underſtood by Tertullian Himſelf, of the Unity 
of Love and Conſent and Power: Unum ſumus, non, unus ſumus, — = 
Unum dicit, meutrali verbo; quod non pertinet ad Singularitatem, ſed 
ad Unitatem, ad Similitudinem ad Con jundl jonem; ad Diledtionem Pa- 
tris, qui Filium Ailigit; et ad Obſeguium Fil ij, qui V oluntati Patris ob- 
ſequitur. — and my Father are one Thing [ {aith He, ] got one Per. 


* but Union, Likeneſs, Conjunction; the Love of the Father toward 
the Son and rhe:Obedience of the Son to che Will of his Father. 
Again, citing the Words, bar ye may know and believe that the Fa 
ther is in Me and I in Him, Joh. ao, 38; his Comment is; Per opere 
erat Pater in Fllio, of Filius in Patre; & ita per opera intelligimis 
unum eſſe Patrem et Filium c. By the Works was the Father in be 
<< the Son, and the Son ſin the Father; and fo we underſtand the Fa MW Div 
* ther and Son to be One, by the Works: Adv, Prax. cap. 22. in 
Thus allo Novatian. Si erat, ut heretici putant, Pater Chrißus, opor- 
tuit dicere, © Ego & Pater Unus © ſumys ——Unum neutraliter poſitam, 
ſocietatis Cancordiam, non Unitatem Perſonæ fonat. — Ut merito fit | 
Unum Pater & Filius, per Concordiam ( per Amorem.—— Novit banc i <<] 
Concordiæ Unitatem & Apoſtolus Paulus, cum Perſonarum tamen Diſ- 
tindlione; — qui plantat, & qui rigat, Unum ſunt. Quis autem non 4e — 
intelligat. alterum efſe Apollo, alterum paulum, non eundem 4% l 5 
7pſum Apollo pariter & Paulum 2 If Chriſt (ſaith He) had been the cl 7 
„Father, as the Heretichs imagine; He would have ſaid, I and my ſ of 
* Father Am One (unus, One Perſon. |] Bur One in the Neuter Gender on 
* \Unum, one Thing, ] ſignifies Agreement of Fellowſhip, not Unity of 
* Þcrion'; So that the Father and Son are one Thing by Agreement preßt 
* and Love. The Apoſtle Paul alſo takes Notice of this Unity of * : 
Agreement, with a Difference of Perſons; He that planteth LH * 
wo ö | : Ws 


RK Eo ei an boat. Sheath: 


of GOD. © 
ther, as He Himſelf faith, Job. 12; 49, 50; 
I have not ſpoken of my ſelf, but. the Father which 
ſent Me, He gave Me a Commandment, what I 


107 


ſhould ſay and what I ſhould ſpeak : ¶ hatſo- 
ever I ſpeak therefore, even as the Father: ſaid 
into Me, ſo I ſpeak. Joh 8, 29, I do always 
thoſe Things which | Pleaſe Him (the Father.) 
Again, I bonour. my Father c. I do the Will of 
my Father which-ſent Me, Secondiy; They ate 
One in the Care and Preſer vation of the 
Church; agreeably to the Words of St Jobs, 
cb. 10, 30, I and my Father are ons. Which 
Words, according to the Principles of the Scho- 
laftick Writers, can never reaſonably mean an 
Unity of Nature; becauſe, in Their Way, they 
muff needs relate to the humane Nature of 
Chriſt ſpoken of immediately before: The Fa- 
ther who gave them Me, (that is, as Theſe men 
muſt neceſſarily underſtand it, who gave them 
to my Humanity; for it is impoſſible that the 
infinite all · ſufficient Being, or God Himſelf, 
ſhould receive any Thing ;) is greater than all: 
Hence if the following Words, I and my Father - 
are one, expreſs an Unity of Eſſence, it muſt 
be betwixt the Humanity of Chriſt, and the 
Divinity of the Father, Thirdly; They are One 
in Teſtimony to the Truth; according _- 
YE tA That 


— 


— 


* He] and He that watereth, are One Cone Thing:] Now every Body 
knows, that yet 4p3//os was one Man, and Paul another, and nor 
** Paul and Apollos one and the ſame Man, cap. 22. See Dr 
Clarke's Reply to Mr Nelſon's Friend, pag. 153, 154, 155. Chry- 
ſoſtome and Baſil alſo. (whatever their Own Opinion was,) under- 
ſtand the Text icfelf, I a my Father are one, of an Unity of Pow- 
er; ſee Dr Clark's Scrip. Do. pag. 1co, loi, Fuſtin Martyr ex- 
preſſeth the Unity yywwy, in Parpiſe; Athenagorar, Suvgues in 
Power; Origen, Ty 64evoig: x) T1 ci. 5 TY h. Ti 
gu, O-, in Agreement and Conſent ard Sameneis of Will ; cont, 
Cell. lib. & And the Council of Antioch, 7p ovpgerig, in Concord. 


Truth; but threediſtin& Perſons, or Bein 


Of - the Unity 
That Paſſage cited as from St Fobn, There are 
Three that bear OP — and theſe Three are 
{ Unum] one: (I wil for the preſent give the 
Defenders of the Scholaſtick Notion this Spun - 
770ns Text.) Here again an individual Unity 
of Eſſence or Subſtance, is directly contrary 
to That Text; becauſe one individual Being, 
cannot be Three Witneſſes to one and the ſame 


may : And it was plainly the Deſign of the 
Author, to ſpeak of Three Witneſſes, by men- 
tioning Three Perſons, As to what the learned 
Objector ſaith in the ſecond Querie, that if one 


God neceſſarily ſignifies but one Perſon, the Conſe- 


quence is, either that the Father is That one Per- 
fon and none elſe, which is Sabellianiſm; or that 
the Three Perſons, are Three Gods: I wonder a 
learned Perſon ſhould be ſo poſitive in ſo mani. 
feſt an Error. The Conſequence (he ſaith) is ir. 
reſiſtible- But indeed, Both Parts of his Con- 
{ſequence (That relating to Sabellianiſm on the 
one Hand, and That relating to Tritheiſm on 
on the other Hand,) are plamly falſe. *Tis 
Demonſtration, that one God is one Perſon on- 
ly ; otherwiſe one Perſon could not be one God: 
For who ſees not, that if one God be not 


one, but two Perſons or more; tis impoſſible. 


for one Perſon to be God ? And yet the Defen- 
ders of the Scholaſtick Notion proteſs, that 
the Father alone and diſtinct from the Som and 
Spirit, is God or the one God. But if the three 
Perſons compos'd but one God, tis evident that 
each diſtin& Perſon, or every Perſon by Himſel 
(as faith the Creed aſcrib'd to Athanafius) coul 


not be God, but only a Part or Mode or other 


Denommation of God; that is, in Reality, 10 
God at all. As for his ſaying, that the Notion 
of one God being one Ferſon on'y, is Sabellian; 
7 | 7 = | *tis 


FVV 
tis altogether erroneous : For if by one Perſon 
he means one intelligent Agent, he makes the 
Sabtllians Catholicks, and condemns his own 
Friends (who ſay Three Perſons,) for Tritheifts : 
But if by P:rſon he means, not intelligent Being, 
but Mode or Diſtinction, external or internal 
of intelligent Being; then the Sabellians did 
not hold 604 to be one Perſon but Three, and 
were therein Orthodox. The Truth is; the 
Sabellians held One Hypoſtaſis or Divine Sub- 
fance, in Oppoſition to the Church who pro- 
teſſed Three: Hypoſtaſes : And as the Church held 
Three Hypoſtaſes in a Subordination, on the o- 
ther kane the Sabellzans gave three diſtin& De- 
nominations .(or, as the Schools now ſpeak in 
their Jargon, external Perſons,) to their One 
Hypoſtaſis. I deſire to know, wherein the An- 
temcene Catholic łs and Dr Clarke diſagree? As 
iſo , wherein the preſent Scholaftick Notion 
Wagrees with the Sabellian? It never was nor 
ould be Sabellianiſm, to ſay that one God or 
Ibe one God was one Perſon, or intelligent Agent 
mly ; and alſo that the Father was this one 
1 or Perſon, This is the expreſs Aſſertion of 
it Paul; To Us there is but one God, even the Fa- 
ber; And no other Perſon is ever call'd in 
Wcripture The one God. If it be alledged that 
It Paul does not ſay, that the Father only is 
e one God, but that the Son and Spirit are 
cluded; they will (I truſt) be aſham'd when 
ey conſider that they plainly falſity, St 
anl: For if the Father alone be not the one 
od, but the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt , 
en St Paul could not truly ſay, that the Fa- 
er was the one God; becauſe, according to 
hem, the one God is not the Father, but the 
ather and Son and Holy Ghoſt : So that at 
ot,the Father is but a third Part, or, if That be 

| abſurd, 


8 _ 
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| abfurd, one Name of the on od, Who, bath ; 
kT: ather two Names beſides, But again, by the 
| exprels Words of Chriſt Himſelf, the Fade is 
the only true God; and co e other 
Perſons are excluded from being the only bn, 

God, that are excluded from being the Father; 
So that if Father and Son and Holy Ghoſt 
are the only true God, then they are the Father; 
and not only ſo, but They will alſo be, the 
God and Father of the Son, or of our Lord 
Feſus Chriſt, becauſe the only true God, is by 
God and Father. Theſe Abſurdities are alto. 
gether unavoidable in the Scholaſtick Scheme 
I have ſufficiently anſwer'd for Dr Clarke'; 
Notion, not being Sabellian; tho' that of his 
Adverſaries plainly is ſo. And that it is not 
Tritheiffick, (which was the Other Part of the 
Objector's D1gunQtion,) I have prov'd belore 
I have only to add, to complete my Anſwa 
to the three Queries; that yet the Son is G 
truly and properly and by Nature, in the Sen 
ture-Senſe of the Word God. And the {hu 
ng of this, will fully anſwer his 5th Query 


18. 


Qu. 5th, Whether Gal. 4. 8. may not be enough to d 
termine the Diſpmte between us; ſince it oblig d ti 
Dr to confeſs, that Chrift is by Nature truly G0 
as truly as Man is by Nature truly Man? 1 
deed He equivocates there, as uſual; asf K 
meant to make a Fargon of our Language: H 
He will have it to ſignify, that Chriſt is Bod! 
Nature, only as hau, by That Nature ul 
He derives from the Fatber, true Divine P. 
and Dominion, c. That, is; he is 
God by Nature, as having a Nature dif fr 
and inferior to God's; wanting the moſt ell 
tial Character of God, Self-exiſtence, | V 
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Will the Queriſt inſiſt upon it, that the Son Anſw. 


cannot be God by Nature, unleſs; He be (y) 
Self-exiffent £ How is he then a Son, and begot- 


© * 


the Only-begotten, and Firff-born, really mean 
that He is wwegotten, that is,  Selj-exiſftent |£ 
I can aſſure Him, the learnedeſt even of his 
own Friends are aſhanyd of This, and there 
are few ſo hardy as directly to affirm it. 
But I have prov'd, that, in Scripture, there : 
are different and. fubordinats Acceptations of 
the Word God. This appears as plain; — 
— * 


] 


_ md 


(p) Self-exiſtent.] Here the Writers of che primitive Church are 
ry expreſs and unanimous againſt the Objector's Notion, Novatian 
hich : Quicguid eſt Fil ius, non ex ſe eſt, quia nec innatus eſt; [cd | 
er Patre eft, quia genitus ell: &c. Wharlbever the Son is, he is 
* not of himſelf; becauſe he is not Self-cxiſtenr; but he is ot the 
Father, becauſe begotten ot him.“ De Trin. c. 31. And Alexan- 
der Biſhop of Alexantri:. Mins 7 'A& ces Umvoray d)4vvnls 
\eubedysme' — £481. T0 AνEνEſᷣ hel G1hei0y & £ i, q 
17200, und Ty Aa, -guTHy 7 4m Abormt;. — Thu uu = 
mT aud [vis] wy hαννν,i e, A T1 ter, Ts 2h oaKTHEL 
d ee ame wugrby $102 z Raye e —— 

* & ayimmmy TW Tm]c1. worn i πνẽi va g Te 
IN A Gdxo]) 0 d gm Se, 5 ran ws valor wi 887 
Let no Man imagine, that the Word, Always was, leads to any 
* ſuch Notion, as if the Son was Self-exiſtent. Therefore we 
* muſt reſerve to the Self- exiſtent Father this peculiar Dignity, that 
'* no one is the Cauſe of his Exiſtence. et not denying the 
* Diviniry of the Son; but aſcribing to Him who is the expreſs 
Image of the Father, an exact Likeneſs in all Things: Ouly re- 
* ſerving to rhe Father the peculiar Property of Selt. exiſtence 3 
* as our Saviour himſelf declares, My Father i greater than J. 

Epiſt. ad Alex. apud Theodorit. Lib, 1. Here Alexander, That 
very Biſhop who excommunicated Avius for infiſting upon bis 
Novel and unſcriptural Expreſſions in expiaining the Doctrine of the 
Trinity, plainly exprefferh his Notion to be hat which, aſter te 
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ten? Do the Scriptures, when they ſay He is — 


| ck 


K R 
pl 


"Y 


i» 


Of ih Dit) 
the different Meaning of any other Word of 
Title. whatſoever. Title God, implies 
Divine Domimon, and relative Perfe#:0ns, Su- 
ic of Dominion, and Original underi- 
ved 1 ent Powers, denominate the S. 
preme God, and are the Character of the Fu- 
ther or firſt Perſon only; And this Supremac) 
and Iudependency, muſt be inherent and eflen- 
tial to one individual Subject. Divine Domi- 
nion and Power deriv'd to, and exercis'd by, 
an intelli Being or Perſon; makes That 
Being or Perſon to be | $43; God; not the one 
God and Father of all Things, but Sub- 
mate. If this Divine Power and Domini 
on be deriv'd and exercis'd partially, temporas 
rily, or in certain Emergencies only; os it 
' | makes 
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Council of Nice, was call'd che Homoiouſian Faith. And Conſtantine 
| Ama 186 ud N anf ameny N vitc © The Fathe 
is the Cauſe of the Son; and the Son is Cauſed by Him. Orat, 
SanF#. catum; apud Euſeb. And Athanaſius Himſelf ; *Ains 
Is 1 Ty het guns, x oe vis, x» Ts axs Thwud®, x 7 xn 
owes Farms; © The Nature cf God is the Cauſe both of. rhe 
* Soa and Holy Spirit, and of all Creatures. Diſſert. ort bodoxi & 
Anomei. And Baſil; *Atyiyrmmoy , dee f e Ne gn. ict 
Ts gere, we mAuam Treg mv Ts des IA e 
Ruda dMe A d vir. But che Title of unbegotten (or 
* Selj-exiftent,) no Man can be fo abſurd as ro preſume to give t0 
« any other, rhan to the Supreme Ged; no, not even to the Son 
* himſelf ; ” Cont. Eunom. Lib. 3. And the Learned Biſhop Bulk 
Nui filium proprie dici poſſe dune, hoc et, a ſeipſo Deum, pertinaci 
Studio contendunt ; bec ſententia Catholico conſenſui repugnat 
They (ſaith He) who contend that the Son can properly be fd 
God, of himſelf, Cor Self exiſtent,] theit Opinion is contrary. to 
the Cathelick Doctrine; Deſenſ. Se. 4. Cap. 1. 5 7. And again, 
Piam et Stud ioſam Fuventutem ſerio hortor, ut 4 Spiritu ſibi caveat, 
ex quo ta lia profecha fuerint; © 1 Earneſtly exhort all pious and Stu- 
„ dious Young Men, to take heed of ſuch a Spirit from whence 
« ſuch Things as cheſe, { viz, Ridiculing the Diſtinction between 
« God Self-exiſting, and God of God, do proceed.” ibid. 5 8. SeeSerip. 
Doll. Note 0n 5. 125 34. l ; L 
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makes the Perſons to be and to be filed 
Gods, not by Mature, but by Grace: In which 
tenſe, Angels, Magiſtrates, and Prophets, are 
call'd Gods in Scripture. But if the Divine 
powers and Dominion be deriv'd to, and 
exercis'd by, a, Nature, Perſon, or intelligent 
dubſtance, univerſally, permanently, and ualter- 
Lahn; ſuch a Being or Perſon is God by Na- 
tire oe dee, as truly as Man is oven α b 
„0 by Nature Man: And the whole Uni- 
rerſe, the viſible and inviſible Worlds being 
che Subject ot the Exerciſe of theſe' Powers, 
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tereby Heir and Lord of all Things, or God 
ver all; only, with St Faul, always excepting 
Him that did put all Things under fim. 
This is the true Meaning of Gal. 4. 8. re- 
fer d to by the learned Objector. Had not 
the Scriptures This Senſe of the Word God, 
hey cou'd not be intelligible or reconcile- 


w WH ale. Did the Scriptures abſolitely confine 
de Senſe of the Title God, to tae Metaphyſi- 
+ Wa! Definition, of one neceſſary, ſelf-exſtent, 
+ Wnderrved, independent, ſupreme Being; tis evi- 
he dent there cou'd poſſibly be but one Being 
& or Perſon ever ſtiled God, in This Way of 


Speaking; and, by Conſequence, the Son, or 
our Lord Feſus Chriſt, being confeſſedly deri- 
ved or generated, (however unknown the Man- 
ner of his Derivation be,) cou'd be no God at 
all: Which is contrary to dee 

therefore This cannot be the only Scripture- 
denſe of the Term God. Hence I cannot 
but conclude, that there appears to Me no 
other Way to reconcile Scripture to itſelf or 


* 
'or 

as 
on 


bath propos d; and therefore I cannot but 
acquieſce in it. 
1 SECT. 


the Being or Perſon therewith inveſted is 


And 


to Reaſon, but by ſuch a Scheme as Dr Clarke 
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| "SECT IL. 
As to ANTIQUITY. 


\ V it be not clear from all the gem 
| ine Remains of Antiquity, that the Ca. 
tholick Church before the Council of Nice, au 

even from the Beginning, did believe the Felt 
nity and Conſubſlantiality of the Son; if eithelf 
the Eldeft Creeds as interpreted by thoſe th 
recite them, or the Teſtimonies of the earl 
Writers, or the publick Cenſure paſi d upon He 
ticks, or particular 22 the ancienteſſ Fa 
Oh * amount to a of a Thing of thi 

ature * | 


Whether the Dr does not either equivocate 
Prevaricate egregiouſly, when He ſays, the Ges 
rality of Writers before the Council of Nu ve 
were in the Whole clearly on his Side; vba 
it is 7 they were in the gensral 0 faribt 
on his Side, than the allowing of a Subordins 
tion amounts to, (that is, 10 farther than ou'f 
own' Church is on his Side ;,) while, in the nam 
Points of Difference, the Eternity and Conſubſtaw 
tiality, they are clearly againſt Him; that i, 
they were on his Side, fo 22 we are willng 
to acknowledge Him right, but no farther ? 


Whether the Dr might not be ſuppor d to ſay, N. i 
the Fathers are on his Side, with the fam 
Meaning and Reſerve, that He pretends ow 
Church-Forms ta be on bis Side; that is, ug 


a 


þ ay interpret as He pleaſes, and make tbem 
ak has Senſe, tho tolttralifory totheirown? 

i \o Wie r no rein : 
Whether the true” Reaſon why \ the Dr "does qui 4th; 
care to admit of the Teſtimonies o the Fu- 
6, 0s Proofs; may not be, becan 1 they are 
inſt Him? rr. enorm . 
E 119 
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bether it be at all probable, that the pri- qu, $th, 
tive Church Hod miſtake, in ſo material a 
mt as 'this 4s ; or that the whole Stream of 
, I riters\ ſbb d miſtabe, in telling us 

Whit che Senſe of the! Church was; aud whether 
(ond of Witneſſes. cun be ſet aſide, with: 
rea kning the only Proof we have of the Canon 
Scripture,” aud the "Hitegrity of the "Sacred 
ft? a anne $93 N l 


1 
einn eee een u dne. j 

het her private Reaſoning in a Matter above Qu. 5th. 

Comprebenifion, be 4 ſafer Rule to go by, 

n the General Senſe and Fudgment of the pri- 

tive Church in the firſt 300 Tears; or, (ſup- 

it doubtful what the Senſe of the Church 

; within That Time, whether what was de- 

nin d by a Council of 300 Biſhops ſoon after, 

U the greateſt Care and Deliberation ; and 

ſatisfy" Men of the greateſt Senſe, Piety 

Learning, all over the Chriftian World for 

00 Tears ſince; may not ſatisfy Wiſe and 

od Men now? = 


Whether ſuppoſing the Caſe doubtful, it be not Qu. 976. 
Fiſe Man's Part to take the ſater Side; rather 
think too highly, than too meanly, of our 
led Saviour; rather to pay a Modeſt De- 
nce to the Fudgment of the ancient and mo- 
" Church, than to lean to one's own Under- 


ading? 
12 Whether! 
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i Concrning the Suſe | 
| Willd tur han IT „ 2 wi geatt ni ON 

1 S—_— Eda te any Thing lf than clear and et ther þ 

| Demonſtration on the Side of Arianiſm, ou”: 

' to move 4 Viſe and Good Man, agan 
| Many, and jo Great Appearances of Truth . 
the Side of Orthodoxy from. Scripture, Reaſc 
and Antiquity? And whether we may 
long . before we f ſuch Demonitrathy Tha 
Qu. 5th. Whether the Revivers of Arianiſm anf d 

us, have not ſufficiently expos d their Cauſs, 4 
their many. little Shifts, Artifices, Colluſfioll; - 
Equi vocations, and tranſparent Sophiſti 
that have been ws'd to ſupport it? 


Qu. 10th. Whether the honeſt Man, that thin 
new uy of Scripture neceſſary to maintain 

Cauſe, is therefore labouring to bring in 

Apoſtolical Conſtitutions; be »ot very mud 


dhe right, and Wiſe quoad hoc; deſpair; 
Re Proofs in fo „ ln 


Purpoſe, from the 


tures which we have at preſent? 
ANSWER. 


TI E S E ten Queries with Regard to i 
L ancient Antenicene Church, are all 
fered in ſuch an extraordinary Manner, and 
all of them ſo plainly contain what the Scho 
call a Petitio Principii ; with great Aſſuranſſ 
taking That always for granted, which nei 
yet was provd, nor (I verily believe) e 
can be; viz. that the General Tenour of A 
nicene Catbolick Antiquity runs for the 5c 
laſtick Notion of Individual Conſubſantiali 


that I might be well excus'd, if I retum d dey" 
ot} 
ence 


r abi ir þ - L i 5 
ene, ry 


3 the Anſwer to hem, than a bare Mgation. 
""*Fut becauſe the doing ſo, wou'd be only u] 

1 articular Demal of what a more learned Per- 

„ hath an d, which therefore wou d bea . 
ea iladvantage to What I think the Cauſe of 
auth; I anſwer, as follows, 1 
Jolt) 


That it is not wy not clear, that the Ante-Anſw. to 
rene Church profeſs d the Notion of Indivi- G. l. 
3 Conſubſtantiality in three Divine Perſons; 
rt. on the contrary, for every  fngle Paſſage 
on bich the learned Queriſt can bring from the 
"Wenuine Remains of ſuch Antiquity, to prove 
| Individual Conſubſtantiality in the three Di- 
ine Perſons, or in two of them; I dare pro- 
Wiſe to return him five or ten times the 
 Wumber, which are directly oppoſite to That 
carine. Nay, I am fully perſwaded, the 
arned ObjeQor cannot produce one fingle 
Hage in all Catholick Autenicene Antiquity, 
hich proves an Individual or numerical (p) 
mſubſtant;ality in the three Divine Perſons, 
tavins, and other learned Writers, both Fopiſb 
id Proteſtant, haye been fo fair as to ac- 
nowledge, and to prove at large, that much 
he greateſt Part eK the Primitive Fathers, 
o ere of an Opinion very different from the 
al Wreſent 'Scholaftick Nies. | | 
nd] As to the Creeds the learned Queriſt here 
hoFÞentions ; nothing is more evident and con- 
rafſeſſed among learned Men, than that none of 
"a Ve RT * EINE the 
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(.) Unleſs perhaps ſome Sabellian Expreſſions of Clemens Alexar- 
in in his firſt Writinge, and of Theophilus, Tatian, and Athenagor as, 
e alledged to That Purpoſe ; which yer is proving what the learned 
Wueriſt calls Orthodoxy, to be indeed Salellianiſm, and, by Conlſe- 
ence, not the Cat hol ich Doctrine. | 
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holding Zusdmef in the Senſe of Individual 0 
ub ſtautiality; and the Condemnation of N 
tinus at the "Council of ' Si miu, abaut t 
Year 350, in which Council Was cenſun 
the Aﬀerting c of Chriſt to be the avy&-, 2 

1 Or Seh. of the Father. Tpezelſ 
x" net it was es e or ae ten 


+ ah fo Whether tbe D. FF not e b equtvocatt 
* prevaricate egregiouſly, when H. ſai the Gent 
rality of Writers before the Council of Nice v 

in the Whole clearly on bis Side. The Doll 

a think) ſpoke the Words of Truth and Sv 

cerity; As appears from the very numerous an 

plain Quotations he has alledged out of tho 

erde Authors; and will be made furthe 
evident to all learned and unprejudic'd Pay o 


ons, as ſoon gs De W „ 8 ae on a Pi 


7 Antiqus 


2 Ale Fid. | Nic. 22 \ inthe World. 
Ralf The Latter Part of this ſecond Querie, is part- 
ven ly  inconfiſtent with the nt Querie . . vith 

helf, and partly the Reſult of meer Prejudice. 
Val it is 7nconfi to allow a Subordination in 
b an Conſubſtantiality; and tis the 
vic Effect of Prejudice, to ſay that Antiquity is clear- 
Ii, the Dr, —— or (Iam 


e aded) being at all ae it. 


Not to take notice, „ thet this Third Querie 4 to 
— merely an ixvidious Suggeſtion, and 34 
2 Argument, The learned Querift can 
rove, that the Creeds and even the 
e F Forms of the Church are on 
His u Bite or conſiſtent with Individual Conſub- 
ftantiality. And I defire Him to reconcile 
either the Nicene or even the Athanaftan 
„Creed, (and much more, the mumerons far 
ancienter Forms of ſpeaking, uſed in the Li- 
turgy,) to His Notion ; or to themſelves, any 
: _— Way than according to Dr Clarke's 


. The Dr bath largely ſhown, that the An- Anſw. ts 
la tericene Fathers and Councils are generally and 44h. 
clearly on bis Side; and agree with Him in 
Every Interpretation of Scripture, wherein He 
te t * with the School -Notions. So that 
Aan the Reaſon why the Dr doth not admit their 
Authority for "Proofs is not, as the Querie 
ſug becauſe they are againſf Him; 
90 but becauſe, tho' they are clearly for Him, 
ay yet in Matters- of Faith He allows of none 
other Proof than the infallible Teſtimony of 
the Word of God. And tho* the Authority | 
Fay of the Fathers of the Church, could it be I 
on * to be unanimous againſt Dr Clarke, ought 
14 pot 


as  Copvorying. thu Gee: 
not to determine any Article of Faith, be. Inte 
cauſe ſuch Authority 4s ſtill fallible and Hu-. all 
«mane; yet doth not this (as the 53th Querie | $i 
ſuggeſteth) at all affect or weaken their Evi- beli 
deece for the Proof ot the Canon of Scripturt. tern 
Aue e For, That Evidence, is an Evidence of Fat 
5b. only; and requires nothing but the Integrity af 
thaſe who trelate what Things were done in 
their n Time, and what was, in Fact, recei - 
ved in the Church from the Beginning; as 
appear d to Them by the Teſtimony of thoſe 
who liv'd before them, conveyed without In- 
: terruption to, and received in, their own 
Times. If the Queriſt therefore here meant 
no more, than that the Teſimony of the whols 
Stream of Antiquity is ſufficient to determine 
in Fal what Faith the Church hath always 
profeſſed and declar d in ber Publick Forms; 
the Tefimony of Antiquity in This reſped, 
ve acknowledge to be undeniable. But thei 
This is by wo Means applicable to the Caſe i 
| DBueſtion at | preſent before us: Becauſe the 
Dr has very largely ſhewn by his mmer 
Quotations out of Antiquity, that the Primi 
tive Church was very far from being uni- 
verſally of That Opinion, which the Querift, 
without Any good Ground, takes it for grant- 
ed that They were: And alſo becauſe more- 
over, (as I before obſerved, ) ſuppoſing the (for 
Fathers had unanimouſly (which is very far ſhoj 
from the Truth,) declared for the Notion of the 
Individual Conſubſtantiality , yet whether ſuch} Th: 
a Teſtimony, (in a Queſtion not of Fa, like nat 
That concerning the Canon of Scripture, but or (wh 
Fudgment and Reaſoning;) whether, I lay, aD 
ſuch a Teſtimony would prove that thoſef (wh 
Scriptures, which are our as well as Their the 
Rule, do indeed reveal it; or whether ſuch any dee: 
1 4 G LN KA | : Interpre | 


» 85 * of Anti qt iy, 


pretation of Scripture, as 


I Cuppoſe) 


all agreed in, would be as 1 
| Scripture itſelf; This is a Queſtion Which 1 
believe no fober or reaſonable Perſon will de- 

termine in the Mſirmative, 


F | 7 = | 4115 je 4 1 
Not only the Primitive Church in the firſt 
zoo Years, (which the Queriſt moſt unjuſtly 
lays Claim toy) but alſo the Great Conmci of 300 
Biſbop met at Nice, plainly knew nothing of 
e the Gidioidual Conſuhſtantiality he ſpeaks of, it the 
rl Creed then made is to determine their Know- 
ledge or Judgment And ſo I turn That 
Querie againſt the Queriſt; la Claim to 
the” Nicene Confeſſion. If any Conſubſtan- 
tiality ( literally ſpeaking,) is to be found in 
that Creed, it is the Specifick, not Individu- 
or Numerical One: For I am willing to 
ſuppoſe and believe, that the Queriſt is not 
Ignorant of the true and only Senſe of the 
Word '3utorg. But yet indeed, whether in 
That Creed it is to be underſtood in a ſtrict 
Grammatical, or Oratorical and Figurative 
Senſe; is more perhaps than either He or 
T- can determine. But here JI cannot but 
take Notice, that, beſides numerous particular 
Fathers, the Council of Antioch before, and the 
Council of Arimimm and other Conncils after, 
(ſome of them with a greater Number of Bi- 
ſhops than met at Nice,) determined again 
the buedores 1 Becauſe the Querift {ſpeaks of 
This, as the laſ and moſt Soleyn Determi- 
nation, made with Care and Deliberation , 
(which does not appear,) and ſubmitted to as 
| a Deciſion not to be any more controverted, 
(which was very far from the Truth of 
the Caſe.) This 6th Query therefore is in- 
deed hugely Romantick, 1 8 1 
k * n ö e 
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Anſi w, to 
6th, 
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nfallible as wwe 


L * , 


| Carne my 1. 


3 * the Dot 
ſtick Yortonalledgs farther 
A that the of in. 
lity in the t Hb per 
(tho a e prove a 


, by givi 
oo little. But this Plea, 


| projen.nswenk apd *. 2s 
8 they ever alledge. 

gr. in the Firf Place; is not the true and 
zuſt Meaſure of Honour due to each Divine Per 
In. to be taken from that Revelation, which 
diſtinctly declares their particular Dignity ani 
relative "Attributes to Us by whom this Ho- 


Nour as to be paid? Since then the Revelation 
3s (as is confeſs d has pk ds) the only Rule 
in this Caſe; ond, or if we fall 


hort, are ht. culpable? Can any 
2 to ae e on . ad, by giving 
That to him which He never claim'd or could 
claim? By ing His Honour with That 
| of the Father, when He Himſelf ever proteſsd 
and ſhew'd the moſt perfect Obedience to 
_Him ? By making Him abſolutely equal, who 
Ciſclaimedall Equality and whoſe higheſt Cha 
racter is His in the Form God, the Imagt 
Z the orfible God, the expreſs Image o, his Fer- 
Ion? Compare Heb. 1, 33 with Col. 1, 15 
It neither is nor can be any Detraction from 
the Dignity of any Ferſon, (how Great ſoever 
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% profeſſingHim to — 1 


be That which he really is not. It 1s no De- 
traction from the Honour of the Prince of 


ales, to declare He is not The King of Great 


Britain. Nay, it is moſt reaſonable to ſuppoſe, 
it muſt 'diſpleaſe an holy and a Be- 
ing, not capable of Pride or Flattery, to have 
Thoſe Honours paid Him, which 1 himſelf 
hath. declar d belong not to Him. It may well 
become ſerious and fincere Chriſtians to con- 
ſider whether it is not poſſble, that while, ad- 
venturing to be wile | ond what is writte 
they N think to advance the Honour o 
the N above what He hath given 
them Ground for in the Revelation, they may 
diſhonour the Father that ſent Him; attribu- 
ting even to the beloved Son, that which is 
incommunicable and peculiar to the Fatber, 


It may become them to conſider, what they 


will anſwer at the great Day, if God ſhould 
charge them with.not obſerving that Declara- 
tion of his, I will not give my. Glory to another ; 
and if the Son of God, who came nat to ſeek bis 
own Hoxour, but to bonour bis Father, ſhould 
charge them with detracting from the ſupere- 
off Nenad WAN" x wang Sac He . 
OI iuperadding to His more than! | . 
15 be true, that He that bonowreth nat the 
Son, honouretb not the Father which ſent Him; 
it muſt alſo be true, that He that honoureth 
not the Father who ſent the Son, with his ſu- 


preme aud peculiar Adoration ; honoureth not the 


Son who came to declare and command it. 

But, . the Defenders of the Scholaſ- 
tick Notion, by profeſſing an Dudividual Con- 
ſubſlantiality, are indeed ſo far from bonouring 
the Son in the bigheſt Manner, and above what 
is done by Others; that, in Reality, they de- 


prive 


£ i H Jen! 1 *. EY js 
if  . Concetning the Sthſe 
püve Him altogether of That Honour which 
15 due to Him as the Son of God; nay, they 
<> Mint af the yety Tapeten, on WHIH 
Am Honour can be claim'd to Him, viz. his 
very Being and, Exiftexice. For tis apparent, 
that if the Son of God be the aividual Eſſence - 
or Sub ſtance of the Father, he can differ from; 


Ference at all: And ſo, by unavoidable Con- 


whom Divine Powers and Perfections are a- 


nifeſted: Which Notion is exactly colntidn, 
with the Sabellian or Sbcinian Scheme. And 


how a meer Man is capable of thoſe Divine 
Honours, which the Scriptures give to Jelus 


Chriſt, the Son of God as well as Man; let the 


Defenders of the Scholaſtick Notion, who ſb 
freely charge the Socinians wirh Idolatry, an- 
ſwer (if they can) for Themſelves. Thus it 
appears, that even the loweft Arians, really 
give more Honour to the Son of God, or our 
Lord Fefus Chriſt, than the Defenders of the 
Scholaftick Notion do. I 


Ass to the great Appearances of Fruth on the 
Side of the Scholaſtick Notion, (to which the 
Queriſt gives the Name of Orthodoxy,) drawn 
from Scripture, Reaſon, and Antiquity, and a- 
gainſt which, he demands no leſs than evident 
' Demonſtration for the other Side (which He un- 
* See a-Juſtly * calls Arianiſm) I think it plain from 


bove paß. what hath been already ſaid on the fore-going 


pr bg Heads, that they are indeed Appearances only; 


Querie ad But that the real Truth, clearly les againſt His 
«bout Ado. Notion. And it it be impoſſible, by the Rule 
ration and of Scripture, and Reaſon, and the Senſe of the 


Worſhip. moſt ancient Writers and Councils of the Church, 


that the Scholaſtick Notion which the Que- 


ſequence, Jeſus Chrift 18 but a meer Mau, in | 
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riſt 


7 N * 


xiſt ntends for, ſhould be true; and if there 
is no Medium betwixt His, and the Notion of 
Dr Clarke; then it will be demonſtrated, that 


the Explication given by Dr Clarke, (which 
He unxeaſonably-calls Arianiſm,) is the True 


Doctrine of Jeſus Chriſt and his Apoſtles as 
reveal'd in Scripture, and the true Senſe of 
Scripture interpreted by right Reaſon, and as 
underſtood by the beſt and moſt ancient Chriſti- 
an Writers, Whether this be not the Caſe, 
the Reader will judge, from what hath been 
already ſaid, and from what I ſhall further 


(in the Appendix) offer by Way of Querie in 


My Turn, 


I know of no other Shifts, Artifices, Colluſions, Anſw- ts | 


Equivocations or Sepbiſrie, which. the modern 9'*: 
Revivers of Ariamſm, (as the learned Queriſt is 
pleaſed very -wnſtly to call them, but with 
Submiſſion} I beg leave to ſay, the Aſſertors of 
true Primitibe Chriſttanity,)are gilty ot; but in- 
terpreting Scripture in an intelligible and rea- 
ſonable Manner, according to the Analogy of 
the moſt numerous and moſt plain Texts, 


without ſubmitting their Underſtanding and 


Conſcience to the blind Notions of Scholaſtick 
Writers. I have endeayoured to explain and 
prove the Truth of thoſe Principles, which 

the Queriſt is pleaſed to judge fo hardly of; 

and I think Thave done it, without any Equivo- 
cation, &c. I am ſure. I ſhould be aſham'd to be 
found ſupporting Any Cauſe by ſuch Methods, 

and therefore utterly renounce them in this im- 
portant Controverſy; (And I cannot but think 

the learned Queriſt, when he confiders ſeri- 
ouſly with himſelf, will find himſelf to blame 

for uſing ſuch Language) Nor do we deſire 3 
(as the Laff Query ſuggeſteth) a New Body of , ph, 


Scripture, 
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Scripture, to defend our ſelves by. AII that 


we deſire, is, That the eli one Pe preferved g 


be acknow d for a Rule; That 1 
That it be a ledg I by ha ad 


reted by. Reaſon 
ible Authori ty be 
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no humane 
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THE 


7 propoſed b . learned Au- 
thors; I hope their Candor and impartial In- 


90 0 m be fs Be, that I Ave = 

ass d a tly or negligently 

or ee _ * of chern triflingly of ſophif⸗ 

tically. If they think that I have us'd any 
C 


Evrak or uncon ive Arguments, either from 


0 ture or Reaſon; or if they have any Thing 
er to add, to er 17e their Queries at 
Arguments; I ſhall-w ngly conſider of the 
atter again, in Order to give or receius full 
atisfafion, I am ſure that I have Concern for 
nothing but Truth; and deſire that it may be 
nquir'd after, with Diligenee, Calunt ſa, Im- 
artzality, Charity, and Chriftion Conrage: and 
\/olatzon. To conclude? I beg leave to re- 
urn the learned Authors their Compliment, 
and to propoſe ſome Queries to be anfivered 


Manner with Theirs; ; from n E 
ind e 2 r 


oe 1122 


Lomas 


AVING finiſhed my 7 Anſwer to the 


by 17 And I will offer them, in the ſame 88 


FE TE * 


Qu, uſt, 


Q. ad. 


Nu. 4th. 
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QUERIES 


amn from Scripture, Reaſon, anc 

12 iy, concerning the Sch 
Explication of the Doctrii x 

ff the Trinity and nen 5 


Preliminary QU E R I E 8 
W. HETRHER the 8 are not | 
. A only e of ſupernatural or reveal 4 
Tru (3 {123834 
Whether it is not the common Right of al be. 
Chriſtians at all Times, freely to examine ani 
1 the Senſe of the Ses; ?. The my 
Whether Any particular humane Interpreta 
tion or Explication of any Doctrine reveal d f 
them, can be lawfully impos'd and receiy'd 8 
of Indiſputable Authority? | 
Whether free and Chriſtian Debates in al 
Matters of Religion, are not conſiſtent Witt 
the Peace of the Church; and therefore WI 


ther the Peace of the Church can juſtly 4 
Pony, in order to ſuppreſs them ? 


Me 


Joh. 
II ſend 
Ibich p 


Whethbeſte. 


i», 


gx , ; _ "TY ö 
Lende hs Only Foundatieff of che Breath © 
F che Church's Fü be not laid by tiefe, 


"YI 


#hoindeavous to.unpoſe, as of indiſputgble SR”. 
- pority e D rines, not certainly\and- 
* karl contain d in the Word of * 


an Ky * 9 0 


exefore 

"Whether by Ditputes i in Point of Wein; .. Schu 
| happen at any time to diſturb the Peace of 
Ae | Thoſe n a at 2 


erde it de not — dal * mlt e 
Way of preſerving Peace and Unity, and 
r avoidiity N to OY ar 5 
| Doctrir de e as neceſſ⸗ Arts 1 
Ianity, be elbe er in n Weeds declar d in 
Scripture, "or dec d from it by — 
Amtable Conlequence? £ 07 
rot aw 0). 1 Wy) T1434 tf NE 
aden Jor: 95 im aral. 
s TITTY "BE 18717 2 r On 1 
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Am 4 201 8 © T. gs 4 50 N. Ne A 
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1111 4 x i 
EY to: SRI TURE, G 
1100 e * 1 
| 0 er the 1 Texts eating to 
1 125 © the Divine * Trinity | | 

I $ (rt, 18, I 9. Go e rac all "Nations, Lintifing 
MA in the N Name of Father, | ¹ of For 50s 
nd of | the holy Gh { NN 


h. 155 23 But when the Comforter is come; "whom I 
ill ſend unto you from the Father, even the Spirit of Truch 
| . proceederh from the * He ſball teſtify of 


75 2 Cor. 


.Qu. 7th. 
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Wh 


UERIES E 
| far 
ho i 


Drawn from Scripture, Reaſon, and — 
Antiquity, concerning the Sche 1 W. 
luaſtiek Explication of the Doctrui Wh. 
of the Trinity and Incarnation. . uf; 


oli OUT ERIFES 
Preliminary QU E RIES. Pe 
W HE THER the Scriptures are not , 
Truth ? _ Rule of {upernatural'or revealed — 
ruth ? 


Whether it is not the common Right of all. - -' 
Chriſtians at all Times, freely to examine ani 
debate the Senſe of the Scriptures ? Then A 
fore, | 2 
Whether Any particular humane Interpret 
tion or Explication of any Doctrine reveal d ii Conſic 

them, can be lawfully impos d and receiv'd ,, 
of Indiſputable Authority ? mew: 7” 

Whether free and Chriſtian Debates in all x 4 
Matters of Religion, are not conſiſtent: witl YL # 
the Peace of the Church, and therefore whe 155 g 
ther the Peace of the Church can juftly baff eng 
objected, in order to ſuppreſs them ? 1 * pr 

n 


I >? 1 
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as wor arid * . 

N Appenan. . | way © 

I Whether the Only Foundation of the Breath qu. . 

E the Church's Peace, be not laid by thoſe, - | 

ho indeavour to impoſe, as of indiſputable Au- 
prity, humane Doctrines, not certainly and 

early. contain d in the Word of God? 
Whether if Diſputes in Points of Religion Qu. 6h; 

happen at any time to diſturb the Peace of 

e Church, Thoſe Perſons are not the Cauſe” 

f, and only anſwerable for ſuch Diſturbance, 

ho inſiſt to impoſe upon the Faith of Chriſ- 

bans, as of . indiſputable Authority, humane 

Dodtrines not certainly or clearly reyeaPd in 

the Word of God? Hence. 
Whether it be not the beſt and moſt effectu- gu, 7»; 

Way of preſerving Peace and Unity, and 

f avoiding Schiſms; to take Care that all 

Doctrines 1mpos'd as neceſſary Parts of Chriſ- 

tianity, be either in expreſs Words declar d in 

deripture, or deduc'd' from it by plain and in- 

ai putable Confequence? 
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ifConfider the following Texts relating to 
the Divine Trinity. 


al ATT. 28, 19. Go and teach all Nations, baptifing 
IVI them in the Name of the Father, and of the Son, 
end of the holy Ghoſt, . 
Joh. x5, 26. But when the Comforter is come; whom I 
ill ſend unto you from the Father, even the Spirit of Truth 
which proceedeth from the Father, He ſhall teſtify of 
„Ne. 1 


K 2 Cor. 


Cee 
mn — — 
* 


Qu, if. Whether theſe Texts, (to which, many 0 


Nu. 


well pleaſi 


1 een 

e ie Lord u. Chir ahd 

255 od, end. the Commutien 128 the Holy Ghoſt 
* 

Marr; 3-16, 1. 4d Jeſus, hen Fr war beptiri, 

and lo, Vea veur 


went ſtraiebtway out. ef the Water, 
opened unto hint, and He am the Spirit of God de. 


were 
ſcending like a Dove, and lighting on Him; and lo, 4 Vine 


from. m_ ſaying, this js my beloved Son in whom I an 
Chriſt to the Gentiles, miniſtrint : 


er of I 
the Offering. 07.5 f the Gentiles E 9 bn be ape, bei 
ſan#tifyed by Ghoſt. 

— 30 7 gerede Brethren fr doe Tee Jelins chi 
ſake, and for the Love of the Spirit, "3 Je ſtrive bagether 
with me in your Prayers to God for Me 


x Cor. 323 43 3, 6. There are Diverſities of Gifts; by 
the ſame Spirit. — - 


And there are Differences of Adininiſirations, but the 
ſame Lord; —— f 


And there are Diverſities a ee * 
God, which worketh all in . y h 


1 43 4, 5, 6. There i is On? vir — 


— — LIL HA 


One God and Father of all, who f is above All. 


Rom. 15, 16. That. ſha be the 0 


thers might be added,) do not prove a Trims 
ty of real diſtinct Perſons, that 1s, intelligent 
Lanes? ? And whether the Names of Father 
Son, and Spirit or Holy Ghoſt. (eſpeciall 7 
ſince the Spirit is cho call d, the e 8 > n 
7 1 the Father, and alſo. of the Son ; Tee ſent. © 
6 do not prove a relative Subrdintion inf} 18 

8. Divine Perſons? 


2d, Whether a relative OS 8 in the Ep 
intelligent Agents or Perſons, be not neceſſa- One 1 
rily a Subordination in Nature, Eſence or Sub- t a 
ance? And whether Relative and Correlative 
ings or Perſons, can ſubſiſt in one and the 
lame individual Subject? And whether, if they ___ 
could ſubſiſt in One individual Subject, the] 
"ou (9 
(r) 


The Appendixi 


wotild not nevertheleſs be Three Gods, if ; 
they were ons co-ordinate and equally ſus 
preme ? And whether the ſame individual Di- 


vine Subſtance can be ſubordinate, Relate and 
Correlate to itſelf ? and if not, whether there 


can be identical Conſubſtantiality in the three Di- 


vine Perſons ?' 


is not, becauſe t 


Whether a Perſon in Divinis be not the ſame gu. 3d. 
as in Humans, to wit, an inte or . 
Agent or Being? And whether the true and only * 
Reaſon why we call the bleſſed Trinity, Fri ſous; 
are reveabd tobe diftin& 


Iligent or #ational 


Ml intelligent Agents? Or whether a Tr;nity of 
meer Names, Modes, Attributes or Diftin#ions, 


which have no real Exiſtence or Being of the 
own, be conſiſtent with the Tanga Texts, 
or with the Tenour of Revelation? 


of their 


* 
# 


* 
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Compare the following Texts relating to the Uni- 


Concerning the Father. 


52 17, 3. That they might 
know Thee, the only true God; 
and Feſus Chri whom thou haft 
all ent. 
. 1 Cor. 8, 6. But to Us, there is 
but One God, the Father. 
and one Lord, Feſus Chriſt. 

Eph. 4; 4, 5, 6. One Spirit, — 
One Lord, — One God and Father 
of all, who is above all. 


—_—— — — + dad tt. 


ty of God, one with another. 


Concerning the Sor. 


Joh. r, 1. And the Word was 
* God, and the Word was 


Heb. 1; 8, 9. Thy Throne, O 
God, c. Wherefore God even 
Thy God, Cc. 


Rom. 9, 5. Chriſt came, who 


is over all, (r) God bleſſed for 
ever. 1 Cor. 15, 27, He is excep- 
ted, which did put all Things ur- 


der Him. i Joh. 
K 2 | | 


—_ 


. ” 


(q) with God; not & 756 Sed, but ggg my N aprd Deum. 
(r) Note, that the Word 943g { God ; is wanting in ſome Anc 


jent 


Ane. | 
"Job. 1, 18. No Man bath-ſeen 1 Joh. 1, 1. That which was 


133 The A 


God at any Time. « from the Beginning; which we have 
Joh. 6, 46. Net that any one beard, which we have feen with 
hath ſeen the — 0 our Eyes, which we have look d up- | 
| on, and our Hands have handled 

of the Word of Lyfe. 


Qu. iſh, Whether this Title, The one God, being 
predicated in the Texts above-mention' d, and 
throughout the whole Scriptures without one 
Exception, of the Perſon of the Father only , 
doth not denote the Supreme Godhead or Di- 
vinity of the Father? And whether all 
other Beings or Perſons are not excluded 
from being The ( One God? Ifnot; whether it 
can be true, that the Father is The One and the 

Only true God ? 
hether Chriſt's not being included, 45 not 
appear from the Texts relating to the Unity of 
the Father's Godhead; as allo by the Texts 
wherein He Himſelf is Ay, Yall 'd God? 
For otherwiſe; if He be included in the former, 
then whether the Onlytrue God, Father, Son, and 
Hol — could Foul His Son Feſus Chrift, ac a 
cording to Fob. 17, 32 Or the One God, | Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy "Ghoſt,] could be the one 
Lord Jeſus Chrift, according to 1 Cor. 8, 6? 
And if the latter, (viz, the Texts wherein He 
bimſelf is expresſly ſtiled God,) do not ſhow 
him »ot to be The one God which the Father 
is; then whether St John could reaſonably 
fay, that the ſame God was with the ſame 
God, 1. e. with Himſelf? Or whether St Faul 
would fay, that the 1 me God was the God of 
2 ſame God, 1. e. again, of Himſelf? There- 

ore 

.. 3d, Whether the Word (God) when ſpoken „ 
the Father, and when of the Son, is not _ 6 Fat 
under: (| by. 


Qu. 24. 


The Appendix. 
underſtood in a different Meaning; of the for- 
mer, as of the ſupreme independent Being; of 


the latter, as of one who derives All that 


he is and has, from Another? And whether 
This be conſiſtent with individual Conſubſtan- 
tiality and metaphyſical Co-equality? | 
Whether He who is ſtiled abſolutely (/) gu. 400. 

The Inviſible God, 1. e. who never manifeſted 
Himſelt under any viſible Form ; and He 
who is ſtiled God viſible, manifeſted in the Fleſh, 
perſonally ſeen and felt and beard, can be in- 
dividually and metaphyſically One and the 
ſame God? And whether ſuch a Difference as 


K 3 this, 


— — 
4 


1 „ * 0 — ZÄ— — ENT 
. 


[ 


Cf) Fuſtin Martyr faith : I d *ACogay, & lend, & lane, 
n AN dr AN + marie x; dapprror wer of mdyrus 
d Mg, I avry 7 Neis. a Cxezmer F x7! gel Thu ee, x} 
fedy oy rw vicy dugy, N a Y AW ou Te Vangs|eiv Ty yIWOuy dury'* 
„Neither Abraham, nor Iſaac, nor Facob, nor any other Man 
© ever ſaw the Father and ineffable Lord of all Things abſolutely, 
« even of Chriſt Himſelf ; but [they ſaw only] him who by the Vill 
* of the Father is both God, and his Son and Meſſenger, as miniſ- 
* cring to his Will. ” Dial: cum Tryph. 
And Jrenæus: Pater quidem inviſibilis ; de quo ff Dominus dixit, 
Deum nemo vidic unquam : Verbum autem ejus, que mad modum volebat 
ipſe, ty ad Utilitatem videntium, Claritatem monſtrabat Patric ; 
The Father [| ſaith He} is inviſible, concerning whom our Lord 
* declares, No Man hath ſeen Jod at any Time: But his Word has 
© reveal'd the Brightneſs of the Father, according to the Will of 
the Father, and as was moſt adyaaragious to them whom he re- 
* veal'd it to.“ Lib. 4. c. 37. 

And Athanaſius ; * Amwgaaulv@ 7 x7! Tem ven jon, In appn- 
10 Feier, oy daowwdTe wess, Swan dure fewer: © And 
in this Reſpect He muft be underſtood to be ſent; that, by the 


* unſpeakable Will of his Father who is incapable of Body, he cook 


* upon him a Body.” Cont. Sabell. 

And the Learned Biſhop Bull: Ex ipſorum Sententia, Deus Pater 
a nemine unquam, ne per aſſumptas quidem ſpecies, viſus eſt, aut videri 
poteſt-: According ro Their [the Ancient 2] Opinion, God the 
Father neither hath been, nor can be ſeen by any Man, no not 
by aſſuming a vifible Appearance.” Secf. 4. c. 3. $, 4 See Dr 
Clarke's Scrip. Docf. Part. 2. Notes on Seck. 36. This 


34. Iſbe Appendix. 
this, doth not neceſſarily imply the two Pers 
ſons to be each God in different Senſes; and fo 
demonſtrate the Word (God) to be us'd in 

| Scripture in different Senſes ? i 

Qu, 5th. - Whether an Eſential Subordination in Perſons 

who are call'd God in Scripture, be not very 

well conſiſtent with the abſolute and perſonal 

Unity of God declar'd in Scripture? Or whe- 

ther there can be properly ſpeaking any more 

than Ons God, (tho' more Perſons than One 
may be ſtiled God; ) when there is confeſſedly 
but one ſupreme independent Godhead > 


1 


Compare 


» * 


— — 5 — — „ 


This was the Senſe, not only of the Chriſtian, (as has been al. 
ready prov'd; See above, pag. 22, Cc.) but of the moſt Ancient 

ewiſh Church alſo, Accordingly the Old Chaldee Parapbraſe, the 
Jeruſalem Targum, and the moſt learned Rabbinical Commenta- 
tors, do commonly interpret the Jehova appearing or ſpeaking to 
Adam, to the Patriarchs, to Moſes and the Prophets, of [the Memra] 
the Subſtantial and Perſonal Word of God, or the Angel the Meſſias, 
This is abundantly ſhewn by Dr Scot, and the learned Author of 
the Judgment of the Fewiſh Church againſt the Unitarians, and by o- 
thers. But the Inferences, which theſe learned Perſons draw from 
thence, are very wrong; viz. that the Jews. by their Interpretations, 
defign'd to teach, that the { Memra or] Meſſias, was Jehova or the Su- 
preme God himſelf whom they worſhip'd, Whereas the plain and 
Natural Concluſion. is; they underſtood, that the [ Memra, or] Angel Ce 
Meſſias, re preſented the Supreme Jehova ; that He was ſent to a& Con 
immediately in the Name and by the Authority of Jehova, who re-. 
veal'd, Himſelf by Him. Thus when we read that the Tord (Jchovay' 
reveal'd Himſelf to Samuel in Shiloh by che Word of the Tord (Je- 
hova,) 1. Sam. 3, 21; This Word, the above · mention d learned Au- 
thor. thinks the Fews underſtood of the Subſtantial or Perſondl 
Word of God, or the Meſſias. See Fudgment of IF hag Church, 
c. pag. 237. This the Jews gather'd from Exod. 23; 20, 21, 
where Fehova, (repreſented by the Angel,) tells Moſes that He 
ſends his Angel. before him, and that his Name (his Power and Au- 
thority) ij in him: Which Angel, che ancient Jews unanimouſly 
underſjand to be the [Memra or] Meſſias, by whom. Fehova deliver'd 
the Law to Mo'es, and rub'd his People Iſrael, And they frequenrly 1 9 
deckte chig ro be their Senſe, by telling us chat Jebova or God | Mar 
6 oY I 7g > EVE RR 42% AM ſpake high « 


ſpake to Adam by his Word : Thus the exuſalem Targum, Fonathan 
and Onkelos on Gen. 3; 8; 9. Thar 12 judg'd the Old World b 

his Mord; Jenathan on Gen. 6, 6. That he made a Covenant wit 

Abraham by his Word; Tonat han and Onkelos on Exod. 6, 8. That he 
made the Earch and Man by his Word; Chaldee Paraphraſe on Iſai. 
45, 12. That by his Word he recciv'd their Prayers; Jonathan on 
Hoſ. 14, 5. Lafily, That He promiſed to redeem them by his Word; 
Fernſalem Targum, on Gen, 49. 18. And ſo in other Places. And 
Philo, expreſſing the Senſe of the yew Obhurch before and in our 
Saviour's Time; tells us that all the Appearances of God ia the Old 
Teſtament, * or el l 
begot ten Son 0 „ Tees By re] ©- ou vine, Leg. Allegor. Lib. 
2; That he is & Re Ty Ces Bamxiog, De Somn. C de Agyi- 


the Logos; who (He faith) is the Angel and only» 


ab. Lib. 2; That he is Seharer des df © 3 x65, jj, 


Chereb ; and chereſote he calls him, Mu e] did e my 
TE mir Queſt. & Solut, Hence ic evidently appears, 


| Norions which the Ancient Fews er from the Old 
Teſtament concerning the Meſſi, are agreeab 


e to the Revelation of 
the New Teſtament concerning our Lord Feſys Chriſt. And there is 
no other Difference betwixt them, but This; chat whereas the Memra 
or Divine Word was, both before and und er the Law; ſear as an 
Inge! or Meſſenger to repreſent the Perſon of the Supreme Fehova, 
and to act ſolely and wholly in his Name; in the laſt Days, or under 
the Goſpel Dijpenſation, he came and was ſent as the Chriſt or Son 
of God ; ro act indeed by the %%, and Authority, and in the Name 
of Pod the Father; but wichal to reveal and declare the diſtin per- 
ſonal Cbaratlers and Offices, with which he was inveſted in our 
Nature 4, That he was now appointed by God, not as his Ange! and 
meer Repreſentative, hut to be in his own diſtin Perſon, the Savi - 
aur, King and Fudge of all the World. 


—— — — 
— — 


„ 8 — — 
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Compare the following Texts concerning Divine 
Powers, Miſſion, and Authority 


Of the Father. | Of the Son. 


OM. 16, 27. To Ged only Mark. 13, 32. Of that Day 
DA 00-50 0. >" | and hour knoweth no Man, no nos 

1 Tim. 6; x5, 16. The bleſſed the Angels, neither the Son, bus 
aud only Potentate, — who only the Father; (the Father only, 


9 3 Mat. 24, 36.) 
Eph. 4, 6. One Cod and Father Toh. 6, 37. I live by the Fa. 
Fail, 'wbo is abave t. * é At 


Joh. 10, 29. My Father which 
gave them Me, is greater than all, 
K 4 Joh, 


wg Goth + mY 
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Rom. 9, 29. The Lord of Sa- | Johi 14, 25. My Father it 


baorh (or bf oſt wigs 3 than J. wy n 
Rev. B. Hoh. Hoh, ”, On. 3. 19. Son an d 
Lord God Ulmighty (Gr. 5 valle Nothing of Himſelf. Ki r 
nanlop ſupreme Lord over all.) Joh. 3. 27. And bath given F 
* Aim Authority to execute Fudg. fr 
ment alſo. 81 f | 
Fathers Name. 3 ſt 


&. if, Whether Supremacy of Dominion, and Ori | gu 


Joh. 6, 38. I came down frim b) 
Heaven, not to do my own Will, tu 
but the Will of Him that ſent 
Me. © | ſe] 


gmal Independent Powers, be not attributed to C 
God the Fatber only, in the Texts of the firſt th 
Column? And whether more Perſons than 


one, can be ſupreme and independent ? If not jon 

whether the form inde Divine Sub 5 

Hance, can be more than One Perſon? And i me. 

it could be More ſupreme and independent Perf 

ſons than Oue; whether ſuch Ferſons would — 
not clearly be a Plurality of Gods, notwith- 

ſtanding the Unity of Subſtance? Many Sy Co 


Qu. 24. 


to which ſome Hundreds might be added 


nour of Scripture ? 


premes, are Many Gods; and if there be hut C 
Supreme, there 1s but One God; whatever be, o 
be not, the Subſtance of any other Agent or Per 
fon whatſoever. {The Heathens thought even 
the Souls of Men, to be iyozne; to God; yet That 
did not make them All to be eſteemed, 
One God, or Equal with him]. 
Whether in the Texts of the ſecond Column 


81/7 


there be not a- manifeſt Subordination in P 
ers and Authority betwixt the Father and the zhe 
Son? Whether the ſecond Perſon, whoſe whole 
Perſon was derid, ſent, and authorized tc 
act in the Name of the firſt Perſon, be not 
truly inferior to Him who ſent, - &c? Whethe 
an abſolute and metaphyſical Ca-equali ty, can b 
conſiſtent with thoſe Texts and the "oP n 

FI ethe 


The Appendix. 

Whether they whointerpret the Texts, which Q. 34. 
mention God's ſending his Son into the World, 
and the Son's coming down and being ſent from 
Heaven; of a pre-exiſting humane Soul diſtinct 
from the 9, in order to ſupport an abſolute 
Co- equality in the Divine Perſons; do not 
ſhow too little regard to the Word of God, 
by doing this without any Ground from Scrip- 
ture? Whether alſo they do not confute them- 
ſelves, by rendring it impoſſible to diſtin- 
guiſh betwixt the Divine and Humane Na- 
ture of Chriſt , or to know at all whether 
Chriſt had any Divine Nature diſtinct from 
the pre-exiſting Soul? and ſo, whether they do 
not una voidably run either into the very 
loweſt Arianiſm, or give great Handle to the 
Socinians to ſupport themſelves by this Argu- 
ment againſt all Opponents whatſoever ? 


”_ 


— 


* : _ 


Compare theſe Texts, Concerning Divine Ho- 
: nour and Adoration. 
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Spoken of the Father. 


UKE 4, 8. Thou ſhalt Wor- 
ſhip the Lord thy God, and 


Vim only ſhalt thou ſerve. 


Matt. 6, 9. After this Manner 
pray; Our Father which art in 
Heaven. 

Joh. 4; 23, 24, Shall worſhip 


the Father, in Spirit and in Truth; 

4 #he Father ſeebeth ſuch to worſhip 

A him: God is 4 Spirit +» — ſhall 
worſhip the Father, ver. 21. 


Rom. 15, 6. That ye may with 


_ one Mouth Glorify God, even the 
Father of our Lord Felus Chriſt. 


Epheſ. 1. 17, That the God 


Of the Son. 


Joh. 14, 13. Whatſoever ye ſhalt 
ask in My Name, that will I do, 
that the Father may be Glorify d 
in the Son. 

Phil. 2, 11. That every Tongue 
ſhou'd confeſs that Feſus Chriſt is 
Lord, to the Glory of God the 
Father. | 


Heb. 1. 6. When He bringeth his 


fir ſt begotten into the World, He 
ſaith, let all the Angels of God 
wor ſhip H im. 


Rev. 1; 5, 6. Unto Him that 


lov'd us and waſhd us from our. 
Sins In his own Blood, and hath-. 


made 


* 


13 ITI be Appendix. | | 
Chriſt, the' Fa» made us Kings and Priefts-unts 
22 * 2 , 60. and bis 2 to Him be 
Rev. 4. 8. Holy, Holy, Holy, Gm and Dominion for ever and. 
Lord God Almighty——— + our 00h | 
Rev. 15.3 3» 4+ And they ſang 
the Song of - Mofes the Servant of 
God, and the 8 4. the Lamb, 
ſaying, Great and Marvefous are 
thy Works, Lord God Almighty ; 
zpho ſhall nat ſear Fhee, O Tord, 
and glorify thy Name? For Thou 


enly art Holy, for «ll Nations ſtall 8 
come and worſhiy before Thee. : 
Qu. ff. Whether the Supremacy of God the Father's 


Honour and (t) Worſhip, be not moſt clearly 
aſſerted and vindicated in the Texts of the 
firft Column? and whether any other Be- 
ings or Perſons whatſoever , can any more 
receive the ſame or al Honour, than 
they can be the one ſupreme God and Father 
of nr Lord Jeſus Chrift, = _ Al 
mighty (3 renne and Father of Glory? 
And therefore, whether all Honour, Wort 

; ra 


Pr EET 


(t) Fuſin Martyr, deſcribing the Practice of the primitive 
Church, ſaich; z Nei r Te People, fvaoy rus Top mM" 
Hw ff Nee, d os vis avrs lucd years, & d avivuale 
8 di And in all our Oblations, we give Praiſe to the Creator 
of all Things, through his Son Jefus Chrift, and through his Holy 
Spirit.“ Apol. 2. | £4 

Again, To Suwurgypy reds v dy Gr ovbeuerot.——Tr IN . 
Exg AIP Tu ] Wlouevey mav—vidy auTs T5 ow; Jeb wallorTes, 9 
2 JvT*pe 380 Terms, zn were AY s UA, amd it ods 
« We Worſhip the Maker of the Univerſe: And I ſhall ſhew that 
© we do alſo with good Reaſon honour, in the Second place, Him 
* who became our. Maſter, and taught us these Things, being the 
* Son of the true God.” Apol. 2. 5 

And Origen: II 


De Orat. 


1 esu TV -- Gm Td O10 x, Ne. ©* All Prayers 
* ought { primarily or ultimately] to be offer'd ro God rhe Father only. 


| my 
The Appendix. 1 29 
Praiſe and Adoration be not primarily. or ulti- 
mately due to the Father only ? y 
Whether the Honour and Worſhip paid to Qu 24. 
the Son of God, agreeably to the Texts of 
the Second Column, is not manifeſtly a (u) 
Subordinate or inferior Honour due to Him? 
Such an Honour, as is commanded by the Fa- 
ther to be given Him, Heb. 1, 6; and tends 
ultimately to the Glory of the Father, Phil. 2, 
11? Such an Honour, as the Son cou'd not 
have been inveſted with, had he not been 
ſent by the Father, and redeem d Mankind with 
bis Blood by the good Pleaſure and free Accep- 
tance of the Father, Rev. 1; 5, 6? Such an 
Honour, as is only due to Him, as the beloved 
and only-begotten Son of the Father ; the 
Father's Great Miniſter and Agent, exalted 
to the Throne and Dominion of his Father's 
Honſe (the Church,) upon Account of the 
faithful Diſcharge of the Offices and Truſts 
committed to Him by the Supreme Autho- 
rity of the Father ; according to Heb. 3; 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 6? Therefore, 
Whether 


— _ —_— 


— — * — A 2 ry n 


n 


2 


as] 


n 


* 
0 


(u) Juſtin Martyr ſaith : Ter 0 amd ayerrnle x dppils het Ab, 
ere Toy dad, a2goxure wy th azarae wy © Next after the unbe- 
* gorren and ineffable God, we worſhip and love him who is the 
Word of God.” Apol. 1. 

And Origen, IIdozv us 5 Jeyov iE dvam iſe 
Ty om mo 080, Nd Ty dN Res, Y Ays eg. Ainet 
bea, d Y duvry Ty ALYE, x, evyaterioouls, fey Suvops)a xg7%K8- 
Wy & met ges nude Wee AGE ing % xgraXgnors We ought 
{ ſays He ] © ro lend. up all Supplication and Thanksgiving ro the 
supreme God over all, through our High Prieſt, who is the livin 
* Word, and God: We may alſo offer Supplications and Thankſ- 
* givings to the Word himſelf, if we can diſtinguiſh between that 
* which is Prayer in the higheſt and moſt proper Senſe, and that 
which is ſo figuratively and ſubord inately.“ Contr. Celſ. lib. 5. 
dee Scrip. Doc. Par. 2. Notes $ 44, Ste 
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Ou. 4th. 


taphyſicall 


be Appendix. 
Whether the Scriptures do not plainly 
ſpeak of two diſtinct Sorts of Divine Honour; 


one, abſolute and Supreme, God the Father's Pe- 


culiar and Prerogative; another, Subordinate 


and deriv d, given to the Son by the Father, 


for the greater Manifeſtation of the Father's 
Glory, who begat Him, and ſent him into 
the World, to reveal the Father's Superemi- 
nent Dignity and Perfections and Will un- 
to Men, and to die for their Sins; and raiſed 
him from the Dead, and exalted him to the 
Right hand of the Throne of God? - - 
Whether the Unity of Divine Worſhip, ſpoken 
of in the Texts; (Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy 
God, and Him only, | «vn «iv», Him Perſonally, 
His Perſon only,] ſhalt Thou ſerve, Luke 4, 8; 
and, I will not give my Glory to Another, Ifai. 
48, 11; be not clearly conſiſtent with the Ho. 
nour given to Chriſt, without ſuppoſing Him to 
be the ſame Individual, or abſolutely and me- 
equal with the One. God the 
Father ſpoken of in thoſe Texts? Whether 
(I ſay) This be not made very clearly con- 
ſiſtent z by declaring, as the Scriptures have 
done, that the Honour due to Chriſt, is di- 
ſtint and Subordinate, given by the Father's 
Command; and paid, not upon Account of 
Original or mderiv'd Perfe&ions, but upon Ac- 
count of his being begotten, and ſent into the 
World, and redeeming Mankind by his Blood, 


and having All Fudgment committed unto bim ? 2 


According to which Notion, the Worſhip due 
to each Perſon, is proper, and incommunica- 
ble to Any other; and nothing is or can be 


given to One, of That which belongs to An- 


other. 


— 


Con- 
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Concerning the Indirnation ' Serirfult- 
on for Sin, Redmption, and. Interceſ- 
ſion of Chriſt; See t e following Texts. 


4 


* OH. , 14. The Word was made Fleſh. — 

1 John 1, 1 That which we have heard; which we have 
ſeen with our Eyes, which we have looked upon, and our 
Han hex * 2 the Word of Life, het 4 A 

om Cod ſending his own Son in : Li eneſs 
Sinful Fle 15. en 'ng hi 5 th ſ of 

Phil. 2; 6, 7, Who being in the Form of God, b 
8. Made himſelf ef no Reputation; and took upon 
him the Form of a-Servant, and was made in the Lite: 
neſs of Me { made ile unto his Brethren, Heb. 21 7. 
and being ma nd in Faſhion as a Man, He humbled Himself, - 
and . Obedient unto . Por K £ wt; 

Heb. 2 He lilfo himſelf li too rt 0 
Fleſh and Blood, het 2 Death, N 5 Fe Ys 

—10;.5, 10. 4 Body haſt they prepared. 1 en 
Through the offering of the Body of | Feſtus Crit 

I Jenn 2;1, 2. Tf any Man fin, we have an Advicate . N 
vit h the Father, Feſus Chriſt the ' Righteous,* - 8772 

—and He is the Propitiation for our Sabo ' 8 3 

2; 19, 22. They went out from us. He that de. e 
nerh that 2 is the Chriſt. “ | 

—4; 1, 3,—Try the Spirits. — Ever Spirit} that confeſſeth FP 
i- Wt that 2 Chrift is come in che Fleſh, is not of God, 
LN enn Io. oe 


” ff ? 
- 6 8 11 . 
* P 
2 ä al. —_—_ 3 ä 
— m—_ * 2 —— 2 
* 


CY * Againſt Cerinthus, who . chet chi was not jeally ir incar- 
he nate, but that Jeſus (the Man born of the Virgin, ) was One Perſon, 
d, Nad Chrift (the any which deſcended upon him) was Another. 
2 de Irenens's remarkable Account of this Opinion, cited in che fol. 


* 


/ / ct. ©. = <a: 


lowing Page. That all theſe Texts were intended, not againſt In- 


ue tels, bur antient Heretichs ; is plain from the whole Context. 
a- + The learned Dr Mills obſerves, that yy Many ancient Copies 
be read this Text Thus; Every Spirit IC aver + *Inogy ] which difſol- 
erh Feſus, &c. Accord ing ro which Reading, it is directed a- 
günſt Cerinthus, who ſeparated Jeſus from Chriſt, making him 
Two Perſons; and taughr char Chriſt was not really incarnate, bur 
only deſcended upon Feſus, and left Feſus [ the mere Man] at the 
Time of his Crucifixion, to ſuffer Alone; So that Chriſt did not 
eally ſuffer, but nominally or imputatively only. And the True Senfe 
en of our Preſent Vulgar Reading of this Text, may poſſibly be 
e very ſame. 


- "WB 9 


- < hut for our ſakes.” 5 


Father. Cap. 3. Sed. 4. 


142 The Appenclix. 
* —4; 10. Not that we lov'd God, but be lov'd ur, and 
ſent bis Son to be the Propitiation for our Sinn. 
5, Whoſoever belie veth that Jeſus is the Chriſt, 


is born of God . | "Ws 
2 John 5,——Confeſs not that Jeſus Chriſt is come 
in the Fleſh. -_ a} 4 ng #79 + oft 

1 Pet. 3, 18, Put to Death in the Fleſh, 


— 1. Chriſt has ſuffered for us in the Fleſh, _ 
Rev. 3, 9 Becauſe thou waſt ſlain, and haſt redeem d 
1 to God by thy Blood. 2 


&. 1. Whether the Word incarnate and made (v) 
paſſible, according to the expreſs Declaraty 


ON 


Gs) In the Epiſtle aſcrib'd to Sr Berunbas, we read: mnshvor wh 
In 6 vids os bes un νν, aui, ei wh d waas Let us be. 
* lieve that the Son of. God cou'd not have been capable ot Suffeting 


And Fuſtin Martyr; uus dun in b un & ind ue 
3% mies when aan * JN nuas Cefn #' | 
aiywats in irGr, te bes vids dv, un arnadubedrer of ab 
or of ovuCarmy dure* © That we may know that it was the 
ill ot rhe Father, that his own Son ſhou'd really undergo ſuch 
« Sufferings for our ſakes: And that we ſhou'd nor ſay that He, bei 
« the Son of God, did not feel what was laid upon Him.“ Dial. tu 
Tryph. p. 331. 3 ; 8 a . | 
Again, xngvy96rm dugg more aogor* © The Word, whom 
they, in their Preaching, declared to have ſuffer d.“ pag. 336. 
And Ireneus; j h 6 ANY. oy 018 e iywin, v Fray 
Suqaerc ei And to give Thanks, becauſe the Word of God was made 
« bleſh, and ſuffer'd.” Lib. 1, And the Apoſtolical Conſtitution 
Suey opucr ve + Ty gon dv, vide J damn, + Od 
Aber © He [ God the Father) condeſcend ed that his beloved Son 
even God the Word, who in his [ unincarnate] Nature was imfd 
* fible , ſhou'd ſuffer (for us.) | | 
And the learned Biſhop Bull obſerves, that in ſome ancient Creeds 
the Word impaſſibilem [ uncepable of Suffering, ] was plac'd afic 
Omnipotentem | Almighty, | as a diſtinguiſhing Character of God tt 


Remarkable is that Paſſage of Ireneus, lib. 1. c. 25. Cerinthu 
docuit, ft baptiſmum deſcendifſe in eum Chriſtum, in fl. 
autem revolaſſe iterum Cbriſtum de Jeſu, & Feſum paſſum eſſe & 11 
ſurrexiſſe, Chriſtum autem impaſſibilem perſeveraſſe, exiſtentem ſpin * 
talem: © Cerinchus ({aith be) taught that Chriſt deſcended upon Jet of 
+ ar his Bapciſm, and that at length Chriſt departed again from hat t. 


“ ſus, and that Feſus ſuffered aud roſe again, but that Chrift cont 


«+ nucd incapable of ſuffering, being Spiritual. 


The: dp 


my ix. 
Ae 


and St Faul. cited above; cap. 
ly. conſubſtantial with the one Su- 
ply God 2 or whether the ale Supreme God 
I be incarnate, and 1 
Whether They WhO 1 8 ehe 3 Nu. 24. 
to be only an extraordinary Manifeſtation 
of Divine Powers and Ferfectiom in the Man 
cri Feſus, and make only the mere Hu- 
mane Nature paſſible; do not ſhow too lit- 
dle regard to he plain Evidence of Seripture; 
and thereby alſo Gall neceſſarily into Socinian- 
im, and deny the Satigfaction e gts much 
as the Sociniam do: 
Whether, notwithſtanding: any 
Fderation of Uftirit Natives! or Perſons ig 
Chrift, and any Communication af Properties 
in the Hypaſtatical Union, (as the Schools 


Ed Jopreme:Deity, to whom Ne is the A 
water in our Behalt, and: to whom He ha 
tdeemid-us by his Blood' as God-Aan.y and yet 
——— or redeem us, to Himſolj or 
lis on Perſon, but to the Ferſon of the F 
ther, as the Scripture every where declares? 
Whether another — din from That N.. 4b. 
Perſon who was made Man, who" dane i 


the Fleſh, and who took Part of Fleſh? und 
Booth; (as the 


ever clearly and plamly predicated of our 
Lord jeſus Chriſt in | Scripture ? And doth 
it not deſerve a careful Inquiry, Whether 
Fache ſuppoſing ſuch an one, may not be a d 


In with Nefforianiſm or Cini? Oer 

Ptzrefolly the Texts above. 
Whether They who, to wd the Abſurdi- Nu. 5th, 
Jelſy of making Jeſus Chriſt two Perſons, fay 
Maat the humane Soul had never any diff? 


on Sub- 


agg . 


r. et 


ſpeak ;) riſt or the Sb of God can be That d 


Apoſtles expreſs - hog” be 2 8h 


ang of Jeſus Chriſt into two Perſons z and fal! 


2 


ries, do 


ture, but merel 4 gainſt the Notions wherewith Scbolaſtick Writers 
Ve ales” 17 ; 


the Difficultles in point 


- * _ 2 


. d i 


Subſiſtence of its own, but exiſted in the 4%; | þ 


do not reduce "the humane Soul to a meer th 
| Mode or Accident, and hereby fall into the 


Notion . they * to confute? 1 pb 

e 

* — — — — 5 ex 
'$ E C To J | 


Aveo ds Ht 


The Pious and Chriſtian Reader will here obſerve, as flo - 
ble Confirmation of the Truth of the Goſpel; that none of 
Reaſon, propoſed in the following Que- 
any Part of the Doctrine revealed in Seri 


at all lie again 


n N "Y cui. 


Qu. 1ſt. 


— 


HET HER the Term. God doe 
1 ++ 57 on à Perſon: Come 
4. 35 I. 1, 152 And 
whether, ir ke one ſupreme God be one | Per- 
Jon, and the Perſon of the Father be (as is des 
in Scriptures) That one ſupreme God; 
the Son, who is acknowledged to be a diftint 
2 from the Father, can be The one JO 
Whether, if The one Subba God be not one, 
but Three Perſons; any ſingle Perſon, as Father 
or Son, can be The one Supreme God 2 . And 
thence again, whether God and Divine Perſon 
be not the ame? ; _ 
Whether it may not come ddevs a Suſpicion of 
erroneous Vorſbip, to worſhip the Perſon\of the 
Father as the one ſupreme God, if He be not 
the Whole Godhead 2 Or, it He be the whole 
Godbead, whether the Perſon of the Hon can be 
the Jane whole Godbead , without wy 7 | 
er 


"Begg 


* _— 
- 
/ 


Þirſon'of the Father? And fo, whether two or 


three Perſons can be one individual Perſon ? 


Whether, it the Son is individually and meta: Qs. 4th: 


icaily the ſame God as He who begat the Son 
2 via, + Son] muſt not beget a Son too; 
except the ſame God did, and did not, 
a Son? And whether thus, if He begat a Son 
He did not beget ' Himſelf : Which is indeed 
begetting nothing at all; becauſe He Himſelf 
muſt be, before He could act, i. e. before he 
cdeger Hime. „ 
Whether Father and Son, being Relate and 
Correlate, can ſubſiſt but in diſtinct Subject:? 
And whether a Third Perſon, diſtinct from Both, 
can ſubſiſt in the ſame individual Subject? Or, 
whether the ſame individual Nature or Subſiſtence 
can be Father, and Son of the 2 Father, an 
et at the ſame time be Mitber of them, but 
be a Third Perſon proceeding from Both? And, 
if all This could be; yet whether Three ſuch 
Perſons if Equal and co-ordinate, would not 
be truly and really Three Gods, however uni- 
ted or conjoyn'd in one UToxelutres,. in one in- 
dividual metaphyſical Subſtance ® _ N 


— 


ceſſary Emanations of the Subſtance of the Fa- 
' ther, and be the ſame individual Subſtance with 
the Father, there muſt not be neceſſary Emana- 
er tions likewiſe from Them; the ſame unchange- 
nd able Divine Subſtance, always lying under 
ſon the ſame Neceſſity ? And whether hence it 

| doth not plainly follow, that either there muſt 
ory be Emanations, Generations, and Proceſſions 
in infimitum, of the Divine Subſtance ; and ſo, 
not an infinite Number of Perſons; or elſe, if this 
A cannot be true, that then the Son is begotten, 
J and the Holy Spirit proceeds or is derived, (ac- 
UF cording to the Senſe of almoſt all Antiquity, 
y the Vill of the Father? L Whet 
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Whether, if the Son and Holy Spirit be N. Qu. 6th: 
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> Perfon which is 100 the whole entire Dei 


l 55 Expreſſions of modern Tnvention con- 


Interpretation of debe; 
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. The Appendix: 
Whether the Defenders of the ſebolafiek No- 
tion, unleſs they fall in with Socimaniſm in 
making a Thyity of mere Moes, are not una- 
voidably guilty of Tritheiſm , by profeffing 
and adoring three "abſolutely equal Divine Per- 
fons, that is, Gods? Or whether, if the Term 
God does not fignify a 2 Perſon, they do 


not come unler a a jul Sn _ of bee 
Worſhip, who pay the Worſhip o f God to a * 


Whether the Pretence of theſe ſchola ik 
| Notions hich are no where found in Scrip- 
ture, but Are the Reaſonings of Mex only,) 
being above Comprebenſion , is any thing more 
than a Bind, to hide the Weakneſs of their 
Arguing, and the Inconfiftency of their Doc- 
tran £ * 
. Whether ſindere Chrilthabe are not in Con- 
1 oblig d to acknowledge, that the vul. 
ſebolafick and unintelligible Notgpns and 


cerning the Doctrine of the Trinity, ought 
Hot to be impoſed as Neceſſary parts of Chriff's 
Religion; or elſe to difclaim Reaſon in the 
and refurn to the 


. 2225525 1 
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HE THE R the Titles (3 S ονε, 
ay, 6 im Ma gebs, 3 de. g NT 
Wg 1 Swwgy is # zo alſo, ſummus Deus, ex- 
tra comparem, unus verus & ſolus Deus, attn- 


buted to God the Father only, by the whole ral 7 
Tenout 
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Tenour of Antenicene Catholick Avtiqui ar &. 
ticularly 7 Clem. Toms, the 4 h 1c 
itutzons, Ignatius, Fuſtin Martyr, Iretens, No- 
2 5 Clem, Alex. 15 his 950 Origen and 1 
kart 8 «| 15 evidently denote the Supr upre- 
77 A the Father's Divinity, in 25 
Judgment pH 7575 Ter Church? x 
Whether, to aſcribe go the Son of God the | 2s 2d. N 
kasten and never 9” in an ab beute Con 
ſtruction V reed Deng, or 6 beds 4650 
and the li 1 % beth ther, to call call It ab ſurd 12 
profane to Ane im « zm and 3 0 101 Tam dig, 
(See Orig. adv. 1151 ib. 8. pag. 387. Euſeb | 
oy; Marcell, Lib. 1. c. 7. Hiftor. 
b. \ Yr Es, i, ) Whether, to call the | 
we nes c ſo ĩ ne- mn EE arg Tov 
a io e Jui atus, (lee Fuftin, Dial. 
with 70. pas 2755 155 285. Euſeb. Eccleſ. 
Hiſt. lib. 1. of 0 N hether, to Galt 2 Father 
and Son and 1357 Spi irit, 71 Ude. Tele, (in. 
terpreted hy Hibry, per ſubſtantiam tria;) 
Thus the Cauncil of Antioch: Alſo to ſtile 
the F ather and Son vo 801 ag, lilo ou eig Q en, 
on Save pers, Sun Em * Orig. aer Ev» 
48. Comment. in Fob. pag, 70. Contra 
Gif lib. 8. Baſil. de Greg. Thanmat. Epift. 41, 
pag. 61. Method. a pud Phot. Cod. 15 5 
7 Baſil. de Piu. Alex. Epiſt. 3 
60. Euſeb. cont. Marcell. pag. 25.) I 
I ſay, this Way of ſpeaking by 55 whole Te- 
nour of Antenicene Greek Writers, doth nat 
clearly ſhow Their Fudgment of the Contra- 
äſtinciion of the Sins of the Son from 
that of the Father, or can any Way be recon- 
as. to the Notion of Individual Chnfub Pants 
ality e 
Whether, to affirm (econ vo the gene- 9, u. 3d. 


ral Tenour of Antenicene An 1quity „ — 
3 God 


— 


r 
God the Father is ex , tral); . hte]: ; 
the &. xomns, cents, zent; Thus Fuſtin 


Martyr Ireveug,and Theophil. Antioch. Whether, 


to ſay that the Father is wafer g atelier AN, 
that the Son is n lxvesnese a ume 67 
welefs, ſo Origen, With Irenans, that Pater 
_portat Verbum ſum, With Novatian, that Pas 
der pracedit flium, andfThat for This Reaſon, 
becauſe Pater Orighnem neſcit, Filim habet; alſo 
that the Son, minor Patre eff. Whether, to ſay 
with Juſtin Maityr, Irenaus, Novatian, and 
moſt of the Antenicene Fathers, that the aby@- 
was the Father's Miniſter and Agent, and o- 
bey'd his Vil and Command in creating the 
World. Whether, to ſay that the Son receiv'd 
his Divine Nature, and became God, di, 
N ib 53 egg, as ſay the Greek Fathers; 
Donatione & voluntate Patris, as the Latins. 
Whether, to ſay that the Son is debe, a u 6 
1 Peog, but tee iοσ D 9 ue 8 92 eue be- 
tween the Nature of the unbegotten God and 


the Creatures; Thus Orig. cont. Celſ. lib. 3, pag. 


131; Alexand. Biſhop of Alex. Euſeb. Demonſft. 
Evang. lib, 5, c. 4. pag. 227. Laſtly z whether, 
to call the Son ſpiritus primus creatus, with 
Hermas, HND th dvr Supregyn way, and 
SHA O, with Origen, Clem, Alex. and Eur 
ſebius : Whether, I ſay, all the Fathers who af- 
firmed theſe Things, as appears from their re: 
maining Writings, could mean leſs than that 
the Son was ſubordinate and inferior to the Fa- 
ther in Nature and Perfe@ions ? | 
2x. 4th. Whether, to ſay with Fuffin Martyr, that 
Gad the Father was only or primarily to be wor: 
ſhip'd; and that the Angel or Meſſenger, who 
is his Son, was by his Vill to be honour'd in 
the ſecond Place And with Origen, that Pray. 
tr in the bhigbe and moſt proper Senſe is _ 
ha ue 
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aue to the Father, but, in a ſubordinate Senſe, 
ind by the Command of the Father, is offer d 
to the Son as our Interceſſour: And with Eu- 
ſebins, that the Son commanded us to account 
his Father the only true God, and to worſhip 
Him alone : Whether, I ſay, This be not evi- 
dently to make God the Father the ſupreme, 
and he Son a ſubordinate Object of Worſhip ? 
Whether, from the aboveſaid Teſtimonies, . .,,, 
and many- more which might be brought, it 
be not apparent that the general Tenour of 
Antenicene Antiquity, runs againf an Individu- 
I Conſubſtantiality and abſolute Equality in the 
Divine Perſons? And whether, if ſuch a Cloud 
f Witneſſes be of any Authority, this Contro- 
verſy is not clearly by Them decided, againſt the 
Defenders of the ſcholaſtick Not ion, and in 
| Favour of the Scheme of Dr Clarke? | 
; Whether the Notion of Chriſt's being 5 
adi | the internal Reaſon of the Father, and 
1 IU e-, as underſtood by Some in the ſame 
| Senſe with rau nd, individually conſubſtantial 
. | with him, may not juſtly be ſuſpected to have 
„ ariſen originally from the Ancient Hereticks? 
h For whereas St John twice Fob. 1, 1; and 
d Rev. 19, 13, ] ſtiles him | 5; a:y/0-, and, 3 45 
uw | ,] the Vord of God; the natural Senſe 
f. of which Title, according to the Analogy of 
e- | the whole Old and New Teſtament, and the 
at frequent Uſe of the ſame Title [5 a5y@] in 
a« | Philo Fndens, is to repreſent him as the Month 
 Þ| or Meſſenger of the Father, and the Great Re- 
vealer of his Will, in Dictating his Laws, and 
Prononncing Sentence according to them : Did 
not the Cabbaliſts, and the Valentimians and o- 
ther Gnoſtic ke, firſt introduce the Metaphy ſi- 
cal* Notion of certain Sephiroth , Afons, or 
| we280).o: | Projetions or Emiftons from God? 
One of which, they called j"Errrz] * 
| al 


Au. Eth. 


— 
— 


* 


be Appendix. 


and { 294] Sileﬀte, (alluding to a Thought in 
the Mind not yet {poken forth;) which did 2 
Aenne Nor Iten T2 x ih 7% gain, Ire- Phot 
ans lib. 1, cap. 1? And were not thele Frobo- 
la or Kom, * Some eſteemed o Or 
whrodorer | individually conſubſtantial, as being on- Sent 
iy Ideas in the Mind, or mere Fowers and At. pair 
tributes of God, without a diſtin# Life ? And Sf 
did not hence Theophilas and * Tatian and ſome - 

others, make the Son to have been firſt poten: Gl 
tzally in the Father, as [his a4y@& &Ngh]@ | 
his internal filent Reaſon, but not begotten or bo- Clar 
ken forth, or generated or produced | wegpoeuss | 1n- 
to a Perſon or Son, till juſt before the Creation fubſt 
of the World? And did not TI ü; give Riſe ta 
One Branch of the Montanifts, | ſti led The t Fol- 
lowers of AÆſcbines,] and afterwards the Sabelli- 
ans, who made the Son a mere Mode or Power 
of the Father's Subſtance, without a diſtin& 
Life? And were not the ſame Probola, or A. 
ons, by Others eſteemed conſubſtantial PARTS 
of the Divine Subſtance ; whence came the No: If by * 
tions of Another Branch of the Montanifts and har: 
Catapbrygians, | they who followed Proculus or EU mer 
Proclus, | and even Tertullian himſelf, who made I} Peric 
the Son a PART of the Father's Subſtance, . Cree 
[ Derzvatio Totins & Portio; adv, Prax. cap. g?] e 
And was not Paul. of Samoſata condemned at ¶ bur ( 
the Synod of Antioch, before the Time of the r 
Council of Nice; and Marcellus at the Council Jof 
of Conſtant ĩnople, after the time of the Council I T4 
of Nice; for ſuppoſing the Son to be in the for- ÞÞ 3 2, 
mer of theſe two Senſes individually confi * ie 
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+ Of whom Tertullian ſays, totus ſecindum V| alentinum api”, 155 
e he wholly follows Valentins. De Preſcript, cap 51. "| 7% 


——— , rr ͤ » Rn anon. tl Pai ies bc. a ca ene 


+ Tertullian, de Preſeript. cap. 32. 4 Mrs 
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a with the Father? And were not All the fore- 
mentioned Notions condemned, together with 

* | Photimes, at the Council of orrminm And does 
not Some mens ſeholaſtie k and metaphyſical Ex- 

r planation ot j at This day, to the ſame: 

„ Senſe with ai; neceffarlly fall back a- 

; gain too nearly into the Notions of Paul of Sa- 
noſata and Sabellins ? & O65 4 AMPA} 

© Y Whether the Council of Nice which + efab- 
% the Terin zun, (though, as Curcellaus, 

] and Dr Cudworth, - and Biſhop Bull, and Dr u. 7th; 
Clarke have unanſwerably ſhown, they were 
far from meaning thereby an Individual Crn- 

1 Bl fubftantidalityz) was more infallible than the 
Council of Ae, which 60 Years before re- 
1 TED 62 jñected 


* — * a. r a * 
— nt — 


2 


— — 


F Ir is neceſſary here to rake Notice, that the Word zu- 
was not only, after much Debate and ſerious Conſideration, rejected 
by rhe Primitive and Orthodox Council of Antioch, met to condemn 
Paulus Samoſatenus about 6c Years before the EouncH of Nice; bur 
that, when ir was propos'd to che Council of Nice itſelf, ir 
met wirh great Oppoſition, and was variouſly underſtood even by the 
Perſons who then ſubſerib'd it; and was at laſt inſerted into the 
Creed, at the Inftance of the Emperor Conſtantine, (who himſelf had 
not as yet been baptized,) nor as being either a Scriptural Word, 
or any direct and neceflary Conſequence from the Words of Seriprure, 
but (as St Ambroſe ſomewhere ſays) ut nefande Hereſeos \ Arians | ca- 
Put amputaret ; © char ir might at one Stroke cur off the Head 
1 I © of che impious [Arian] Herefy ” The Account which the learned 
il Euſebius gave of this Matter to his Dioceſs, is very remarkable, viz. 

Tdums Tas yea? 's ur avi 5 myedIcms, mus eqn} duet; 

Ir i 72 & © voi; oy lege, x 70 TH) let 04240m'y, 5% arifemtony ay. 
4 Ts 19, TA 11472 vo 12 Emm oris Jotzagoy 9 nE, wriwyty 
al | 4rexuvivm. Ca,) , me 6 AbYC To Ievoay of ipnugrov. 3) 
Jy w. %& © uri awonbynm mes avi, A/ eval, && 4x 

- || 40 94 lese dra, & wid ws wi cos U mipyerr v]. s uu 
„„, eee © dci, wry TY ahve Atom Tu]n Ty t] oy aun! Cuy- 
n, ud) F Srl | here Dr Clarke's Note is, viz. d, nor g- 

„Hou, as Socrates has it, for of That He ſpeaks by and by;“ 

ic | Sip. DoF. p. 467] dais wa Tv S tig lung 0978 wes 3p Inn uny 
| N 
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- joffed That Term? and Whether the Apoftles 


** 8 


15 
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Creed, and other the moſt ancient Creeds, were 


not as compleat Syſtems of Faith without the 
5uozn@, as That of Nice was with it? If they 

were, then i n 
Nu. 8th. - Whether thoſe Profeſſions of Faith which 
made and kept the Church Chriſtian and Ca- 
tholick for 300 Years, are not alone ſufficient 
to make and keep it ſo Now? And whether 
aue , a Word unſcriptural, in its literal and 
| 78 grammatical 


w— ow 
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au- ei. Y N un & deb, iι] ei N i · MN MN d NN 
* Nene unhär u, xg NC Auο⁰ν in munity xomdy 
damon vas meyrenua ff homav xAAT warw, M d Ty vis Yar 
r, d ev ανV I xe + vinw ) wn Gy humnv Tenwd, ig 
| oY urs Yewouivors ö Uνũ uf , N u my Tomue, 
Tuy ydverv v0 leg, lub in d Talegs yeyernR Mu e M Deja A-, 
Te Te9 78 F Ye αναν ιαε,τe N aremnouss Toy Yerrnſh Muc 
Y ͤ¼e . im Io x; α⁰m i dα,ỹ ee & view arg 
| 4.8 0 Aby & ounce tv, x nam T TAY wit Twy e NHO, ü n 
bent Cas MH A 35 ram e] , A dl, £78 2 
1 d mmol A dN ad n rah 5 A νιν © d TaTgys dd 
Ts H uud v4wg* (here the Note ot Dr Clarke is. quære annon forte 
* legendum, Sανοναο, ut infra;“] pimy , Twy d\d]eiay Av 
Tly dy wynny io 7% Tex Teacganao! d. Ty wale 
T0 ${408010v, TY tn dy $1425 cds e's Tel u ua & vii 
1d he ewpaire wore i N h mT yeywmim, xg dy 
Te bmw a0 015%" Y wy eva YE bTvogs ννẽ,Hs, p, Tis Y ir, 
h a T8 Tal. © % don Tem) ceunrd form w 26m, ng @s 
vv d ov xa Tali dar — TT: oo, ad1noveriws . wy NU 
n ανꝭmaa, J id wwouore; tf nojur , avon, 
dean TwTrrexey mis vp" nur dumny o Ty_acgjetTHleioy n d 
0A0nafdors. © When this Creed | ſays He | was propos'd in the 
Council, Idid not paſs it over without ſtritly examining what Was 
* meant by being from the Subſtance of the Father, and, W e 
« with the Father. Upon which, much Debate aroſe; and an exad 
% Enquiry was made into the Signification ot the Expreſſions. And 
s they confeſs'd that the Phraſe from the Subſtance | of the Father | 
« was only to declare, that the Son was of [of fromthe Father, but 
« not as a Part of the Perſon or of the Subſtance of the Father. For 
« which Reaſon, 7 alſo agreed to This Senſe of the Phraſe, 
* without rejecting che Manner of expreſſing it; being Nr ol 
* eat 3 
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grammatical Senſe contradiftory to the Unity 

2n Simplicity of the Divine Nature, and, 

x7: 9h as exprellIng individual or ſpecifick Con- 


ſubſtantiality, (unleſs in ſuch a lax and fgura- 
tive Senſe, as Euſebins and many ot the Nicene 
Fathers themſelves explain'd it in, and were 
by the Comnci! itſelf permitted ſo to do,) ut- 
terly irreconcileable to the Vicehe Creed itſelf; 
may not now (whenever it can be done in the 
Spirit of Peace and Charity,) with as much 
Reaſon be laid aſide by the Wiſdom of the 
reform d Church, as it was authorized by the 
Church in a corrupt and contentious Age, _ 
muc 


» <A— 


* 


n. 


« Peace, and at the ſame Time carefull to preſerve ſound Doctrine. 
After che ſame manner alſo I conſented to che Expreſſion, bezotren, 
rot made; ſeeing they alledg'd that the Word, made; commonly 
« denoted the Syſtem of cteared Reings brought into Exiftence by 
© the Son himſelf ; between which, and the Son, chere was no Si- 
* militude, Wherefore it ought not to be ſaid of Him, that He was 
made; becauſe this was rendering Him like to the Things which 
** were made by him; Whereas his Subſtance was far more excel- 
ent than any Thing that was made; the Scriprure teaching us that 
* it was begorren of the Father, the Manner of his Generation being 


at the jame Time ineffable and incomprehenſible to every create 


0 Being. In the next Place; upon de ting the Meaning of rhe 
* Phraſe, the Son is conſubſtantial with the Father, it was agreed 
that ic ſhould not be underſtood after the Manner that ſuch like 


Phraſes are apply d to Bodies, or in Similitude to mortal Beings * 


For there was no Diviſion of che Father's Subftance, ner Diſſection 
nor any Mod ificatian wharſcever, ] or Alteration of his Subſtance 
or Perſon; for that the unoriginated Nature of the Father, is ab- 
ſolutelv incapable of all theſe Affections: But the Phraſe; being 
Intention to declare, 
that t he Son was not to he likened to the Things which were made 
** by Him, but that He is che expreſs Image of his Facher who begat 
« Him; and that He is, not from any Other Perſon or Subſtance, 
* bur from his Father only. To the Expreſſion thus interpreted. l 
thought it reaſonable to aſſent. — And I then, without any mc re 
* ado ſubſcrib'd to thoſe Things as nor offenſwe. when, after im par- 
tial Examination into the Meaning of the Expreſſions, I found they 


« conſubſtantial with the Father, was uſed with 


* agreed 
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Nu. 8th. - Whether thoſe Profeſſions of Faith which 
| made and kept the Church Criſtian and Ca- 
tholick for 300 Years, are not alone ſufficient 
to make and keep it ſo No-? And whether 
dhe, à Word anſcriptural, in its literal- and 
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4.00) d meyoenua hf do ιν,u-nr. M d oy vis e- 
ur, d u d νẽ,oͤ d xe # view ). IN, un d unov Toma, Toi 
a Yyemouivor, S lu xeno. In, i A wy me, 
Tuy ydverr £0 lag, lud i oy Tales yeyernaR M e v 9. Asu, 
Ts red 7 Enos, Aανεε,“u eremnoure Toy Yerrnlh Guan 
pl a ell -47w xz dH⁰αν, dy d Tales T vier Tanz- 

0 Aby@- cunisnetv, u xam T Tr ewtta uy gi Ov, udV Tait 
ben nr Cao Auα l N 90 7 Haige# i & de, d ur 
1. dmomoulu M N 1978 n rab a Mν²νỹ © d rares. 12 
Ts uud ust [here the Note ot Dr Clarke is. quæte annon forte 
* legendum, meets, ut infra,” ] TY Twy yo may e Ava 
Thy dywynny oo T4 Terps racgant N. "Ta Tale 
T0 ${408010V, Ty Und\uui E 0s Th Orme TIT uae Þ vie 

va M To 4) e Td ery errmnkem xg dy 
da. 8 ene mv v meal ics v dci, 


re 4g 407% Y wh 

M i ou Taleds- 6 % Tem teunrd firm wv Tel my, xg as 
v 6gdrn ov ag ralicg ar — TT: fs, dd1Aoveruws . uw Ab 

Ag. duce, Ire nur wywopore, fd xour VeamiCuos F eaves, 

dean ourroxey wi vs" iu dune to Ty_acjitTleioy age d. 
0A8-nafbors. When this Creed | ſays 2 was propos'd in the 
* Council, Idid not paſs it over without ſtrictſy examining what Was 

te meant by being from the Subſtance of the Father, and, conſub ſt ant ial 


„ with the Father. Upon which, much Debate aroſe; and an exad 


« Enquiry was made into the Signification ot the Expreſſions. And 


* they confeſs'd that the Phraſe from the Subſtance (ef the Father) 


* was only to declare, that the Son was of [of from | the Father, but 
« not as a Part of the Perſon or of the Subſiance of the Father. For 


4 which Reaſon, I alſo agreed to This Senſe of the Phraſe, 
. * without rejecting che Manner of expreſſing it; being intent upon 


„ Peact; 


* 


| ther the Apoſtles 
Creed, and other the moſt ancient Creed, wert 
not as compleat Syſtems of Faith vithont the 
dee, as That of Nice was with it? If they 
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grammatical, Senſe contraditory to the Unity 
and Simplicity of the Divine Nature, and, 
any. as exprelling individual or ſpecifick Con- 
ſubſtantiality, (unleſs in ſuch a lax and fgura- 
tive Senſe, as Euſebins and many of the Nicene 
Fathers themſelves explain'd it in, and were 
KY by the Comci! itſelf permitted ſo to do,) ut- 
Ti terly irreconcileable to the Nicene Creed itſelf ; 
d may not now (whenever it can be done in the 
al Spirit of Peace and Charity,) with as much 
Reaſon be laid aſide by the Wiſdom of the 
n Church, as it was authorized by the 
Church in a corrupt and contentious Age, with 
'” 10 M much 


is ; * Dr rr — þ <>. IX * 
98 ch 


_ 
— | 


rn... 


„Peace, and at the ſame Time carefull to preſerve ſound Doctrine. 

> « Afrer che lame manner alſo I conſented to the Expreſſion, begotren, 
LA “not made; ſeeing they alledg'd that the Word, made; commonly 

g « dehoted the Syſtem of cteated Beings brought into Exiftence by 
7 the Son himſelf ; between which, and the Son, there was no Si- 
te * militude, Wherefore ir ought not to be ſaid of Him, that He was 
1 * made; becauſe this was rendering Him like to the Things which 


Jt * were made by him; Whereas his Subſtance was far more excel- 
25 ent than any Thing that was made; the Scripture teaching us that 
94 © it was begorren of che Father, che Manner of his Generation bein 

4. * at the jame Time ineffable and incom rehenſible ro every ED 
S. Being. In the next Place; upon debating the Meaning of the 
12 phraſe, the Son is conſubſtantial with the Father, it was agreed 


J. that it ſhould not be underſtood after the Manner that ſuch like 
J. * Phraſes are apply d to Bodies, or in Similitude to mortal Beings: 


che For there was no Diviſion of the Father's Sub ſtance, ner Diſſection 
as & [ nor any Modificatian wharſcever, ] or Alteration of his Subſtance 
14 or Perſon, for that the unoriginated Nature of the Father, is ab- 
Pa * ſolutely incapable of all theſe Affections: Bur the Phraſe, being 
od « conſubſtantial with the Father, was uſed with Intention to declare, 
er) that the Son was not to he likened to the Things which were made 
but ** by Him, but that He is the expreſs Image of his Facher who begac 
For „Him; and that He is, not from any Other Perſon or Subſtance, 


ne, * bur from his Father only. To the Expreſſion thus interpreted. 1 
pon thought it reaſonable to aſſent. — And I then, without any mc re 
ct, wo ado lubſcrib'd to thoſe Things as nor offer: five, when, after im ar- 

* tial Examination into the Meaning of the Expreſſions, I found they 


agreed 
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much Heat and Faction, and perpetual 
Changes of Opinion, without one Precedent of 
ſo much as any One particular Church or Com 
cil for more than three hundred Years ? , 


, * 
13 ' 


i. 


- 
— 
— 


1 — 
4 " d 4 = 
— — — — — —ꝓ—— 
4 * „ = 


« agreed to. what I my ſelf had before profeſs'd in the Creed I had 
propos d.“ Euſeb. Epiſt. ad Ceſaream, apud Socrat, Lib. 1. ( 
apud Theodorit. lib. Fohhn 12 „ 1 * | 
Norwichſtanding this Determination of the Council of Nice for the 
zue, it was rejected about ten Years after by a greater Council 
than that of Nice, mer at Jeruſalem. The Words of Euſebius, who 
himſelf was preſent ar it, are, -umy u d Jede owiodby Au- 
Mea cane let C, 0 Us dymig itggomnyworg, Ke, „The 
80 Emperor lummon' d this ſecond Council, which was the greateſt 
« that ever I knew, to meet in Feruſalem 3” De vita Conflant. Lil, 
4 c. 43 This Synod not only receiv'd to Communien thoſe who te- 
jected rhe $uozmQ@r, bur declar'd that the Creed whick they 
fed, wherein Ca and all other 2 _ ks omitted, dia 
Arautiecr owt Hy mim Thgg Ti; mioy GHONTY rus la ammeganelut 
— 7. M dar, indiſputably K Tradi- 
6 tion of Faich, which A acknowledged to be Apoſtolical Athana. 
De Synod. Arim. & Seleuc 5 21. * 


FINTS. 
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Fag. . an 
g', 15. is not equal, <——— js equal. 
% dumeparem,—— dum perem. 
44, 20. communicable but communicable ; but 
iz, after the Words, ont of Nothing, add. Heb, 
s 11, 3, were not made of things which dy 
appear « beet 12 
92, 7% Simple———--——— Simply. 
92, 29. Perfeftion, ——-————PerteQtions. 
5 ds, «lf, Father —— che Father. 
14 (| „ 2. Red mption * — — Redemption. 
25 Fer, : ky. 
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BOO K's Printed for James Knapton, 
at the Crown in St. Paul's Chucrb- 
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HE Young Surveyor's Gude: Or 2 new Introdufti- 
on to che whole Art of Surveying Land, both by the 
Chain and all Inſtruments now in Uſe. Now firſt Pub- 
any from an Original M. S. To which is added, all 
the ufeful Geometrical Definitions, Axioms, Problems and 
Theorems, which relace ro this Art, As alfo the Merhod 
of Caſting up the Dimenfions of Artificers Work. very 
uſeful for all Gentle en and Others. There is alſo added, 
by way of, Appendix, a new way of Surveying large 
Tra@s of Land, according to the ed Mr Whiſton's 
and Mr Ditton's New Method of Surveying England by 
Exploſions. The manner of making up and preparing 
Tranſparent Colours for Beautifying Map:, Charts, Pictures, 
&c. With ſeveral Copper Plates. The Tables of Ar- 
rificial Numbers, Sines and Tangents, to every Degree and 
Minute of the Quadrant. All which is very much Im- 
2 _ Corrected, By Edward Laurence, Surveyor, 

* 31. 64. 2h g 

A New Voyage round che World, Deſcribing parti- 
cularly, the Iſthmus of America, ſeveral Coaſts, and 
Iſlands in the Weft. Indies, the Iſles of Cape Verd, the Paſ- 
lage by Terra del Fuego, the South-Sea Coaſts of Chili, 
Peru and Mexico, the Ifle of Guan, one of the Ladrones, 
Mindanao and other P ilippine and Eaft-India lands near 
Cambodia, China, Formoſa, Luconia, Celebes, &c, New 


Holland, Sumatra, Nichobar Iſles ; the Cape of Good Hope, 


and Santa Helena. Their Soil, Rivers, Harbours, Plants, 
Fruits, Animals and Inhabitants. Cuftoms, Religion, 
Governmenr, Trade, c. By Capt. William Dampier. 
Vol. the Firſt. Illuſtrared wich particular Maps and 

Draughts. The Fifth Edition, Cortected. Pr. 6s. 
Voyages and Deſcriptions, Vol. II. In Three Parts. viz. 
1. A Supplement of the Voyage round the World, deſcribing 
the Countries of Tonquin, Achin, Malacca, &c. Their Pro- 
duct, Inhabitants, Manners, Trade, Policy, Cc. 2. Two 
| 0 Voyages 
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„ Nag Yayivges co Campeachy ; with,a Deſctiption of the:Coafls, 
roch, Ithabicants, Logwood Curriig, Trace, (ere 
| Df Fucatan, Campe ichy, New-Spain, Rc. z. A Diſcourſe 
el Trade-Winds, Breezes,” Storms, Seaſons of the Year, 
Tides and Currenrs of the Torrid Zone throughout the 
World, with an Account of Natal in Africh, its Produa 
' Negroes. c. by Capt. Willtam Dambpier., Muſtraced 
with patticular Maps and Draughts. To whieh is added. 
2 General Index to both Volumes The Third Edition. 
Price 65. $8.0" C 4 
A Voyage to New Holland, &c. in the Year 1699, - 
Wherein are deſcribed, che Canary-Iflands, the iſles of 
Mayo. and St Tage. The Bay of A'l Saints, with the Forrs 
and Towa of Bibi in Braſil. Cape Salvadore, The Wings 
on the Braſilian Coaſt. - Abroble-Shoals. A Table of all 
che Variations obſerv'd in this Voyage. Occurrences 
near the Cape of Gord Hope. The Courſe to New ½ 
land. Shark's Bay. The Ifles and Coaſts, e., of New. 
Holland. Their Inhabitans, Manners, Cuſtoms, Trade 
oe: Their Harbours, Soil, Beaſts, Birds, Fiſh. dc 
rees, Plants, Fruits, Cre. Illuſtrated with ſeveral Ma p. 
and Draughts; alſo divers Birds, Fiſhes and Plants, n 5 
found in this Part of the World, curiouſly Engraven ot 
Copper Plates. Vol. III. By Captain William Damp on 
The Third Edition. Price 66. DENT IRC 4 
The Hiſtory of England in 2 Vol. with. the Effigies of 
all the Kings and Queens. The 4th: Edition, continged 
down to the Death of Queen Ann. Pr. 125. 1 | 
The Sulpenfion of the Triennial Bill, the Propereſt 
Means to Unite the Nation, In a Letter to be Se. 
cond Edition, Price 6 d. | 
Fyddenhami Proceſſus Integri in morbis fere omnibus 
curandis, 120. Price 1 5. YL 
Ditto in Engliſh, Tranflared by Dr Salmon, with large 
Add itions. , F. | | 
Ar Wingate's Arichmerick, the 13th Edition. 
Hiſtory of che Inquiſition of Goa, 400, Price 1 . 
Boyer's French Dictionary, the 34 Edition. 
Lite of the Emperor Leopold, 
- _.  Surgeon's Aſſiſtant. | 
Boſman's Deſcription of Guinea. - 
IntroduRtion to the Hiſtory of 4/ia. 
- Ditton on Fluxions. 4 
_  Dougharty's General Gauget, 1 20. ad Editions 


